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PART II—Section 3 —Sub-section (ii) __ " - 

%ITTrT 4U+U % 'jfaTFRff ( T$TT «^t^RT ) UTTT afft 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


farT H4'IMS 


(T&m f^VIFT) 


/ \ 

( Inffra «em< WTPT ) 

ftcrft, 29 3PR<T, 2007 

■9RT.3IT. 2515.—&6+RI faPwBH SlfafWT, 1949 (1949 
^>T 10) *1RT 53( 1) "SRI 3KrI ?iPw*il +T vnVi +<tl 

w&k, ft^ Ui+iRjfiT. wski, 

Tfrm ^Rrft t 33RT 3rfM1wr «iro 13 ^ 
tfl sftfeg RrlfM^ Wi #tl 

[ T Tn. ^T. 13/3/2007-^3^] 

-£\. “hksm, sm 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 2007 

S.0.2515. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 53(1) of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 
1949) the Centra] Government, on the recommendations of 
Reserve Bank of India, hereby declares that the provisions 
of Section 13 of the said Act, shall not apply to The 
Development Credit Bank Ltd. 

[F. No. 13/3/2007-BOA] 
D. P. BHARDWAJ, Under Secy. 


( +1M+WUIII ) 

+ld+ldl, 12 ^3, 2007 
U-2/2007 -<ftm g g RB (t?T#) 

^T.31T. 2516.-#RI 3TfaftTCR 1962 (1962 
52) +V «IRJ, 9 ^ W 3Krt Vlf+l4f +T Wfcl ^ 

“Wxi TR+TC, fER iTsncR, TTSTCarf^PT, fecvft 

WIT 33/94 Tfal (T^ #) f^TT+ 1-7-199 4^ tWT 
TJTT. T?xfT. (^t. 31R.) ifcn* TRSIT 31/2003 
7-4-2003 ^'31*1331 3 WfiKI 'fef 35?^ ^ T ft 

w Bte, -qt.afit sir. 

24-WHT (3tR), +id+T31-700136 ft ft»*3 ftfal 
arfftlwi, 1962 (1962 «FT 52) ^ 3RFf?T fft+RT STRpRT, 
tp^tcflfep^ 3Hf5|=f> T^of 3fJbT Hsnd*l, 'IRB w+R, 

Hdt^'qR ^ 3^L W cM, pMIM <^M=hiai-700020 
^ WT 2(1) 3^-3/2006/3616 f^Tf+ 20- 9-2006 ^ 
^ ^ aiJRR TRT^R £3 100 yf?RTcT 
dM+R ^Rcft \\ 

[^t. ^ V( f9)/01 /^.3.^,/rRF/^r-111/2006/254(^41 ] 

£m\ t£\. A vb$*b, WT** 
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(Department of Revenue) 

(THE COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL EXCISE 
KOLKATA-III) 

Kolkata, the 12th June, 2007 

No. 2/2007-Customs (NT) 

O i , S ;°- 2S16 -—In exercise ofthe powers under Section 
M° f ‘, h f5^ mS Act - 1962 {52 of 1962 > read wtth Nodf,canon 
(NT) dated: l-7-1994of the Government 
ol India, Ministry of Finance, Deptt. of Revenue, New Delhi 

fa ( , D u R ) Circular N °- 31/2003-Customs, dated 
, uuj, 1 hereby declare the premise of M/s. W. P.P. 
ackaging, Factorypara, Kaikhali, Chiriamore, P.O.—R 
Gopalpur, 24 Parganas (N) KoIkata-700136 in the state of 
West Bengal to be Wharehousing Station under the 
Customs Act, 1962 (52 of 1962) for the limited puipose of 
setting up of 100 per cent Export Oriented Undertaking as 
per letter of permission of the Development Commissioner, 
alta Special Economic Zone, Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry, Government of India, 2nd M. S. O. Building 4th 
Floor, Nizam Palace, Kolkata-700020 vide letter No. 2(1) W- 

3/2006/3616 dated 20-9-2006. ^ 


Riff T#rri; 

(13) 1 ^ (iii) STFTt 

TfteTT RRRT ; 

-(^T) 

RH <FT TO frouT 

(■E?) 3TFTT 3RJRRTR R>|4 =h<ii RR ^TTT 

«bt4 'RPTR Riff TRTT RtltJ/H ; 

(^) 'RRR fr<! Micicn1 ^ twr. 5R 5^ c£ ^ qfeq 
4cW RRf 35 3>t TR-RRT (]) 

^3^ (ii ) ^ ¥I3RRf <£ ?T«n 

241/2007/TT. U 203/22/2006-3TT.RT.fR. - II ] 
WT, RRR^rfRR 

(Central Board of Direct Taxes) 

New Delhi,, the 30th August, 2007 


[C. No. V( 19)/01 /CE/Tech/Kol-111/2006/2540-4] ] 
SMT. D. B. DASGUPTA, Commissioner 

(rr ) 

^ 30 3RRR, 2007 

2 517, -R^famRTTT qft - SiHchlO ^ f^rir TTf t^gKi 

^ Irtri rtcr t % ^ rrfr sri sito 

1962 (^T fRR RMefl ) ^ fwt SR 4* c* 
TfecT 3RRRR ^fvf^rqTT, 1961 (RRR 3lfvfwr) qfft RRF 
3 ? ^ Q ) e ft -ms (ii) eft qzjftspflzf 1-4-2004 ^ 

3#wfa <ftf 

^ R 31^'ibfH q>|4etxrt/Mli R * Uptetf/f g)' 

M t^TTmrti ^ * 

. (i) WZrl R$T RTT RTRftR 

3 ^*^H ^ Ihr i^rqi ^tnnn; 

(ii) 3TRft RRTR 3T«RT 3?qft 

*11H lH+) cf 35l4l ^ RT«RR ^ 3ppTRH RT^RT; 

(iii) ^IPctn m&i ?T«n rrr srfafcm 

3>t RRT 288 3>t RR-RRf (2) ^ 3 R«T1 

f=h4) 4 Iou^k ^ 3Txpft 33RTT-^ qf) 

aik arf^m ^ ^tri 139 ^ 

RRI (I) ^ arcFfcT 3TR faeKufl ^ ^ 

td<Hd frTf^ cRT ^ ^IsncbK IRT URTpR RR 

^td l^rftcT ^tsfl "'Td^fT RTh 4) S^nf^RiR 333^ 
^ STT^T 3T«I3T 3TPRR ^ TR^cT 

(iv) Lhcsd 333^'tJFr RTRt cT«TT 3T^T 

37% 3tT 3Rm tRRRT T^RT afo Tq jdd 

^ ™ RTt^RF sm faftm R ?c^llfHcl 
qft RTf?r 3R^fT RTRtt | 

2 - ^ trrtr rf RTfrg $ 

^^HIKd RRBR :- 


S.O. 2517.—It is hereby notified for'general 
information that the organization Indian Institute of 
Science, Bangalore has been approved by the Central 
Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section 
(1) of Section 35 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), 
read with Rules 5C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 
(said Rules), with effect from 1-4-2004 in the category of 
University’, partly engaged in research activities subject 
to the following conditions, namely :— 

(i) The sums paid to the approved organization shall 
be utilized for scientific research; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry out 
scientific research through its faculty members or 
its enrolled students; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain books 
of accounts and get such books audited by an 
accountant as defined in the explanation to sub¬ 
section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and 
fumish the report of such audit duly signed and 
verified by such accountant to the Commissioner 
of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax having 
jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of 
furnishing the return of Income under sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a 
separate statement of .donations received and 
amounts applied for scientific research and a copy 
of such statement duly certified by the auditor 
shall accompany the report of audit referred to 
above. 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the 
approval if the approved orgainzation :— 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in 
sub-paragraph (iii) of Paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to fumish its audit report referred to in sub- 
paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 
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(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donations 
received and sums applied for scientific research 
referred to in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; 
or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its 
research activities are not found to be genuine ; 
or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the 
provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of 
Section 35 of the said Act read with rules 5C and 
5 E of the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 241/2007/F.No. 203/22/2006/1TA-11 ] 
SURENDER PAL, Under Secy. 


im Mi M 

(it) 1 (iv) 

stjtptr ^ M, utrt ttc( m 3mr Mrun 
TTRJcl M ^TTT; 3T«M 

('q) 3TW M M 3fR ^TT 3T8Jc|T 

-sfrJ ^ M mu *ntnn ; 

(‘3 r ) W ^ fwi 5 -1 ! ^ 771*1 Mfdd 

W 3lfakRRT M *1RT 35 m-*lKT ( 1) ^ 

(ii) ^ M FfTT cT«?T m357 MET 

di&i chilli 

[3Tf*Rjmr4 240/2007/R>T. 71. 203/10/2004-37T.'3CPl.-II] 


30 3RT7<T, 2007 

^7T.3TT. 2518 .—'4H e hl<l ^%tr 

srfmifdd t fsp REER ^RT 37TWT 

rn^i°id) , 1962 (w Iwnwt) *£ IWT 5R 3fk 5 ^ 
im 3TRRFR 3lfafWT, 1961 (^RT 3lf«rfWT) M *TRT 
35 M ^T-*TRJ ( 1) ^ (ii) ^ TEftsRT** 1-4-2003 3 
wtt M M MS, 

wM M rdH^feid MU ^ 31#T Mm ^1 3 3EJ7PIR 

<=hi4ober rqt k mt * spt Mu' tor m i, 

3T*lfcf :— 

(0 spprfer 7pm ms tt^t mkm MM 

3EJRm %I7 M\ *mRTT; 

(ii) 3^ l P<c1 W 3m TfWI 3P^ 

-iHifchd W5H ^ 3Ejkm <Fkm; 

(iii) 3T^frf^ci Tkm ^Ft-Tmr ct*tt ^1 arfaftm 

*TRT 288 ^ ^7-^RT (2) ^ *wi«M°l k W 
d/sii+R ^ 3mt i§m-M #§r 
■qfr^TT <M!0.’n 3fk 3Tf¥WT *TRJ 139 
(l) ^ 3T^pfd ?m MM 
fro H/sll+K IRf ^ 

TRJTSfftcT M\ ■qft^TT Mi wM ^ tM 

3ti4'+>< strqm 3 =t«t^t 3tRm M 3R^ 

^mi 

(iv) m^i MM 3 J 3 *Tm^ M iitrt m w73^1 
Tif^T -^t amr faerc^i slk Mn ^rI^tt 
Mi ^ rt«t M\ ^ri Tmkm 

M 3R^d ^kni 


T TTcr1, 

New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 
S.O. 2518.—It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organization Jawaharlal Nehru Centre 
for Advanced Scientific Research, Bangalore has been 
approved by the Central Government for the purpose of 
clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with Rules 5C and 5E of the 
income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules), with effect from 
1-4-2003 in the category of ‘other Institution’, partly 
engaged in research activities subject to the following 
conditions, namely:— 

(i) The sums paid to the approved organization shall 
be utilized for scientific research; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry out 
scientific research through its faculty members or 
its enrolled students; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain kooks 
of accounts and get such books audited by an 
accountant as defined in the explanation to sub¬ 
section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and 
furnish the report of such audit duly signed and 
verified by such accountant to the Commissioner 
of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax having 
jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of 
furnishing the return of income under sub-section 
(1) of Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a 
separate statement of donations received and 
amounts applied for scientific research and a copy 
of such statement duly certified by the auditor 
shall accompany the report of audit referred to 
above. 


2. ^ ^ M 

3^H)Rd <rl' 4 lcW 

(^0 1 ^ (iii) k dlWifao M 

M T^TT; 3T8^T 

(7^) lU l tlMh 1 (iii) k* dlWlfoa 3mt 


2. The Central Government shall withdraw the 
approval if the approved orgainzation :— 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in 
Sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub- 
paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1 ; or 
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(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donations 
received and sums applied for scientific research 
referred to in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1 ; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its 
research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the 
provisions of clause (ii) of Sub-section (1) of 
Section 35 of the said Act read with rules 5C and 
5 E of the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 240/2007/F.No. 203/10/2004/ITA-II] 
SURENDER PAL, Under Secy. 
^ RvvO, 30 SHTRf, 2007 

srfe jffe fen ^ 7 R 3 n 7 sttt 3333R 

PiM*uqci1 ( 1962 (5J33 ferofet) ^ feR 53 5 IF 3> 

-qfe 3333 * arfaffe, 1961 (^rt 3ft 

35 3ft " 59-3171 (l) ^33^ (ii) 1 - 4 - 2006 ^ 

Tfen wfe 35fer srfar #77 tq-tTriiq) , 

=hVi<*>iai 3 ft fenfafer 719 ? cF 3 t^tH sfifen 779 ^ a ^fer 

^i4q»dnT ff d'il 1 ' 3ft Shftt 373*ftfe fcfRy rpqj ^ 

3T3fcf 

(i) 7TTO9 fe 3TTrT TTfe 
3fe9H fe fen ofTQTn; 

(ii) 3TJiftfe 77939 7T9519 71^791 37331 379ft 

nmife 7519f ^ X7P2R ^ cforfer 91791; 

-• Ciii) 9ft-7§rT7TI fen 93T 399 3TfifeR 

9ft VKT 288 3ft 39-9171 (2) ^ -fwfeui xf 991 
Tfelfe fe^ ^ 379ftt 79T91-9Fr 9ft cfe 

9J7H791 37tl 393 Slfaffe 9ft 9T71 139 3 ft 
( 1 ) 3Tcfe 3719 fe^fl 9^7 ^ ^ 
feci sm fern 7R9Tfe t*? 

HT3T 97)871 frftft ^ ^arrfejR TSft 
3719917 377599 37991 533357 fft"<VI9> 3ft 9739 
357m I 

(iv) 7F139 3fetn3 m fe 9F9 3H 991 3RJ99 

TTfe 99 37719 7®tm 37l7 3RJ99 cfe 97)871 

m 7719 H3T 97)8791 £T71 fejefil 77<9lf99 
feT^T 3ft 37feT 37^3 9lfe 

^ 2. 717997 33 5T^tfe 9lf97? cl #rf) 9 ^ 

5T^h'|[^c1 77939 ;— 

(^0 ^Tnnm l (iii) xt'^fefer ^13133t 

3Ff 7091; 37991 

(■^f) femn i ft) 33-fenm (in) xt 3ferfeT 379 ft) 
^<211 97)871 ffef 97^9 3itm ; 3T33T 

(3) fenrn i <$ ■jq-^oui^ (iv) xcf ^ferfen %if337 
3T5H3FT X# fe; W3 33 3^33 3F 35T 51331 fe<uf 
■Srajcl 35^1T; 3T33T 


(3) 3T33T 5T333T3 3JPt 3573T 33 357 ^TT 3T33T 
5fe3T3 334 3ft 3133 3Ff 3T3T 3TCp(l ; 3T33T 

(^) 333 f33H|c|dl ^ f333 53 3^T 5^ ^ 733 3fe 
•333 anfafwr 3ft 3171 35 3ft "53-3171 (1) ^ W*Z 
(ii) ^3133Hf 3t 33^73?tm331 "53333T7R 
3Ff 3^11 

[3Tf3^3317T. 237/2007/93. 71. 203/35/2007-33.31.13.-II] 

7jt-^ 3171, 3337 7lffe 
New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 

S.O. 2519.— It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organization Government College of 
Engineering and Leather Technology, Kolkata has been 
approved by the Central Government for the purpose of 
clause (ii) of Sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with Rules 5C and 5E of the 
Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules), with effect from 1-4- 
2006 in the category of‘College’, partly engaged in research 
activities subject to the following conditions, namely :— 

(i) The sums paid to the approved organization shall 
be utilized for scientific research; 

(if) The approved organization shall carry out 
scientific research through its faculty members or 
its enrolled students; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain books 
of accounts and get such books audited by an 
accountant as defined in the explanation to sub¬ 
section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and 
furnish the report of such audit duly signed and 
verified by such accountant to the Commissioner 
of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax having 
jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of 
furnishing the return of income under Snb-section 
(1) of Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a 
separate statement of donations received and 
amounts applied for scientific research and a copy 
of such statement duly certified by the auditor 
shall accompany the report of audit referred to 
above. 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the 
approval if the approved orgainzation 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in 
Sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub- 
paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donations 
received and sums applied for scientific research 
referred to in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; 
or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its 
research activities are not found to be genuine ; 
or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the 
provision of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of 
Section 35 of the said Act read with rules 5C of 
the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 237/2007/F.No. 203/35/2007/ITA-II] 
SURENDER PAL, Under Secy. 
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3TRTCH§TO> TOFf 

^f^Rt,28 OTTOT, 2007 

■faror ; 3 ?ttoto sfrr 

TO?TTO^ ^fRtrTO 1 ^hT^u 'fafTORT ^chiTO’ 
arjRrrr favW* ^ 1 

cRT.^. 2520.—TO^TO OTTO «tldl ^ TOTOTTO, 

4 4 fsffaTOTT 7JRTO TOt ‘tifdHM HlrtUSi ^ TOt ^ 

■rots^i to toto* f fro ros top ttoto t -qr ottt 

fafa*RT TO) TOtt^ ^ %ti TT3F MK<?fa> RTtTOT 

faehftHd TOTO TO TR Tt TO^ ^RF ^ TOTTOR TO) ^41 

^eK c n t % fRTOS TT*?t ^HifaTO- TO^TO TO) iROT, 

^RefrK t^T^fr ftTOTR R ’’J? M*I TOT TOTH TOTOTOC fiT^ 
^ ^fafc^d fTOTO ^T TOR fsTfTOTcTT TOT fTOTO TO) TTOHTO TO) 
TO«I RTOT RRTO t, R fcnfr q^yi+ ^fk TORTTOsTOFTl TO 
RT^TOTTO f STRTTOsqTOf TO OTttTI TO TOt R^l^TR t 
f^ro TOt rorof hit TO TOfror TOtTO rot mi 
q^-cHl OT%R l Rap TTTOTRJ tTOfTOttR TJRTO TOTO TO, *^41 
[HHIrP^ TT TO TTroTO f : 

• sTOTOr 3Tj^H TO roq TO Td TO*R TOttoOT rot 
■^yq ftsnTO RfTOTO fafa^FTT TO TOTO TO ^TO RTTOT VS 
W t I Rf HTtt TOtTO roTO^t TOt ^glTO cU IT 
^TO TITO?) f, RlTO TO TTTTOTft TO OT faTO TO* TOt 

TO I 

• lR3ft ^ TO) RlTOdfad TO 1TOTO*FTT TOt ^T OT TO3 TO 
t^xT ^rrR ( TSfgrf ^ rosrr TOknlU tthitITOr f^TO^ift 
^] %TOT '?Hr OT%^^5 'H'+KICH^ To yP^Ml 
^ OTT^^RR R M« J IR TT^ t I 

• PihI^ OT ^7t ^Tt ^IdPHH ^ 

fRti cto ^?f ^ Pi^hhI ’3Rcit r 3qf^> ‘ r^fci^w' ¥t 

%TTOTf^7-«nfe ^TRf ^ ‘TT^T Tiqi«1 
^TR’ ^ ^TOT 1m TT^ l" 

2 . ot^ttt, ftTOT alk ^r4r«^f ^t l^riwn 

^ ^ fRIi TTgf^T ‘ 1^fRV?n TJR^R7* %§ 

Rfel ^R RT iROT "TOT tl ^ ^ tuPhci 


#1— 

(i) lit. 3lfqcTO ^ 

(ii) lit. '^TTcTI TORtcT - 

(iii) lit. ot^r rrir - 

(iv) ^1 R^rt ^iMft - 

(v) ^T.^^11 “ 


3. firetro ^R RT 3I«TO, TOId^q^R, if 3#ft^T 

^qjf ^ «5T T^OT 3rtf8R fcll 

^TfRR^tl 

4. 5TCT f^TTRR ^ TO ^ : “ 

(i) %OT, TRRITt 3lk trot O^miT tTgll OTgitl it ^ ^ 

^ OT^cR ^ tR^ ^F WRf 3lkTOtRFt 
IwftR ^RRT RFt -?R ^n' 

(ii) liTOlTO ^iTORnro ^t^TigfRcI : 5f^IR^T55IHT! 


(iii) PrI^^tr tjrrtr r! rt4rr h^h altr TOR 
eb i qi^qn Rt Ph j rm1 <^Prt tr ^sinii 

(iv) "5^ TRR^t OT^I 'Rl^ 37^^! RTRl 

5. P^P l q R ^R Rt SFRT nffr^ro (trqt^) 

TfTORT TOTO -RR 50,000 TO cRT ^ft TlfR ¥T 
otR "^rort TOft 1 

6. fanrtro TOI R7t ^ OTTTRR TTOTOTT 

3TTOTTOqR RRt TTRTO7 TOT TORTO RTT^ TOQRtl 

7. TOI Rt OTFIT yfcl^TO cftR OTF R>t OT?fa rRT 
TTO^rT RTOI #TTI 

8. (i) fTOTO TOI ^t ^*7 ^uP RR ^ ^ 

Tfc-mRTTt TRTOt' Rt TOR TOI/^fRR TOT! TO 
TOR oTOI TOt TORTTOsqTO TORt 'RRRR ?TO 
<5f^R froro TOQTO ' ^ TTTOI TOTO TRTOTT ^f 
4 - ^ q ^Tjft i; TTO I STf^TOTTt ^ TTOTOR TOR 
toi/^Ptr TOI ^ TO^ ^ I 
(ii) TOTOT ^ TOBT ^ PR-TORTTt TRTTO Rt 

f^TOn ^ frofro 10-8-1994 i> TOT- OT- TI. 

1902/2/94/TTO. 4 ^ aTJ^TO- TO5 ^ 

TOT ^TOTR froro RRTOl 

9. TOI TTOTT Ulf^RTTt ^ 3RTOTO ^ TT^RT ^fR^ TO 

frorTO 4TR T TO TO TOt TTTO% R PTOTTTO 24-8-2007 ^ TOTTt TT. 

27 Mto to totototo "sm tot! froro tor ti 

[TO 14-12/2006 (^t3TOf) -TOtTOt-13 
Ti. R^T, TOTO^ 

MINISTRY OF MINORITY AFFAIRS 

New Delhi, the 28th August, 2007 

Subject: Constitution of an Expert Group to recommend 
an appropriate ‘diversity index 1 to promote 
diversity in living, educational and workspaces. 
S.0.2520. —The Sa'char Committee had, inter-alia, 
recommended as follows:— 

“The idea of providing certain incentives to a 
‘diversity index’ should be explored. Admittedly, this is a 
complex proposition but if a transparent and acceptable 
method to measure diversity can be developed, a wide 
variety of incentives can be linked to this index so as to 
ensure equal opportunity to all SRCs in the areas of 
education, government and private employment and 
housing. The diversity principle which entails equity is to 
be applied not only between the majority and minorities 
but also between minorities so that the truly disadvantaged 
can and should benefit. Given an acceptable diversity 
index, policies can provide for: 

• Incentives in the form of larger grants to those 
educational institutions that have higher 
diversity and are able to sustain it. These 
incentives can apply to both colleges and 
universities, both in the public and the private 
sector. 

• Incentives to private sector to encourage 
diversity in the work force. While such 
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initiatives should be part of the corporate social 
responsibility, some affirmative action may help 
initiate this process. 

Incentives to builders for housing complexes 
that have more "diverse’ resident populations 
to promote ‘composite living spaces’ of SRCs.” 
2. It has been has decided to set up an Expert Group 
to recommend an appropriate diversity index to promote 
diversity in living, educational and work spaces. The Expert 
Group shall consist of the following : 

(i) Prof. Amitahh Kundu — Chairman 

(ii) Prot. Sugata Marjit — Member 

(iii) Prof. Md. Abdul Kalam — Member 

(iv) Dr. Ashwini Deshpandc — Member 

(v) Dr. Hasib Drabu — Member 

3.11 considered necessary, the Chairman of the Expert 
Group, may co-opt upto two additional members possessing 
expertise required by the Group. 

4. The terms of reference of the Expert Group shall be 
as follows:— 

(i) to develop and devise a transparent and 
acceptable index to measure diversity in the areas 
of education, government and private employment 
and housing. 

(ii) to suggest an appropriate structure of incentives 
and disincentives. 

(iii) to suggest a suitable mechanism for 
operationalising the diversity index and 
monitoring its implementation. 

(iv) to make any other recommendations relevant to 
the above. 

5. The Expert Group may incur an expenditure upto a 
sum of Rs. 50,000 only for secretarial assistance for 
preparation of the report. 

6. Assistance for convening meetings of the Expert 
Group shall be provided hy the Ministry of Minority 
Affairs. 

7. The Edxpert Group shall submit its report wjthin a 
period of three months. 

8. (i) The expenditure on TA/D A of the non-official 

members of the Expert Group in connection 
with the meeting of the Group will be borne by 
the Ministry of Minority Affairs. They will be 
entitled to TA/DA as admissible to Grade-I 
Officers of the highest category in the 
Government of India. 

(ii) Out-station non-official members, will be 
allowed reimbursement of single room rent in 
terms of Department of Expenditure O.M. No. 
19020/2/94/E-IV dated 10-8-1994. 

(iii) Non-official members will be entitled to a sitting 
fee ot Rs. 2,000 per day. 

9. This issues with the approval of the Competent 
Authority and concurrence of JS&FA vide diary No 27/ 
JS&FA/MA dated 24-8-2007. 

[No. 14-12/2006/( D1 )-p P-1 ] 

A. LUIKHAM, Jt. Secy. 


ylej)Such) TRT^PT 
(^TMTfwPl) 

('fluTMWI 3rj*TFT ) 

^ P\CTi), 27 2007 

^iT.3?r. 2521.—tb-jOq TT3P1M (^pq ^ VT E raffa 

iRtentf ^ trW) f=m 1976 C*tot ‘smtfsra; 1987) ^ 

io(4) ^ 

W™ fa*™ ^ 

80 ‘5lfd?TcT 3Tr^ cfcifqiftqf ^ 

FFd ^ fFETT t, t^rf^KI 3TfF4jfdd tl 

ft™ ftrfttg , 

FftfacT, Wl 3 TMcTT (^Wn?j, 

N- i 11016/1 /2007-urn (^ft-I) ] 
(WlfH) 

MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS AND 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

(Department of Telecommunications) 

(O. L. SECTION) 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.0.2521.—In pursuance of rule 10(4) of the Official 
Language (Use for official purposes of the Union), rules, 
1976 (as amended, 1987), the Central Governmenthereby 
notifies the following Office under the administrative 
control of the Ministry of Communications and Information 
Technology, Department of Telecommunications where 
more than 80 % of staff have acquired working knowledge 
ofHindi. 

Chiel General Manager Telecom., B.S.N.L. Jharkhand 
Circle, Ranchi Divisional Engineer, (Telephone), B. 
Devghar. 

(No. E. 11016/1/2007-O.L (Part-I)] 
BALRAM SHARMA, Jt. Secy. (Admn.) 
^ 30 3FTRT, 2007 

W.3TT, 2522. — vk^k, TDWF4T (Fftft TTFfaft 
Wrsprf ftnr TFft) f=PET 1976 (*WT WtftET 1987) ^ 
faR 10(4) ^ 3 fNrR Tffalffar^fl tRim, 

W™ fa*rET ^ ftWTFlft ftT HPdfisid q>|^1eiq 

80 Uft™ El <b4^iRqT 3 

UTFT ™ ffan t, TJd^EI SlftffPdd f I 

faftFb, FITFR ZfcdTlH ft™ 

HeiyspTF (ftftE ^E£T) E^FFR Wfaft ft™ 

[Tf. 1 11016/1 /2007 -U*TT. (lft-I) ] 
TETp Elf™ (3I7TEFT) 

New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 
S.0.2522 .—In pursuance of rule 10(4) of the Official 
Language (Use for official purposes of the Union), rules, 
1976 (as amended, 1987), the Central Government hereby 
notifies the following Office under the administrative 
control of the Ministry of Communications and Information 
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Technology, Department of Telecommunications where 
more than 80 % of staff have acquired working knowledge 
of Hindi. 

Executive Director, Mahanagar Telephone Nigam 
Limited, Mumbai General Manager (Repair Centre) 
Mahanagar Telephone Nigam Limited, Mumbai. 

[No. E. U016/1/2007-O.L. (Part-I)] 
BALRAM SHARMA, Jt. Secy. (Admn.) 

%TEJtT ifaff W 

^%TOl,23 31P1W, 2007 

g>T.3TT. 2523.—7R37R, TT^TPTT (7R^ 

w<hVi) Pi^h 1976 %PTq 10 7R pHl'M-H 
(4 ) ^*K U I 3 «6KMl^VH 3(Fb ^fs^l %T., 

rT«TT TO %7rft % TfflTTpFF 

fTT^TTRFl =hi^lcn^T %FRF>- 80 yfdSMd ^ %^ 

cbl4uiR°F RH 3JTTO ^F7 %RT t, T^SRl STfaTjfTO WTsft 

i : 

1. RRRfiTS «6KMU!fH 3TTC> %T., 

HI 3/14 S «t>Toihl, 

(%3L)-176201 

2 MN<Pi4 <*>KhV/?M 3TPR iftm %T., 

400/220 7 TR Hd-ii, 

T^K, %RR 71. RFflO, 

%RTT (^t7TOIT)-l25050 

3. 3TPR jfkm %, 

^EPRTqRT 245 ^ft.sniRR. 73TO, 

Tr.art. street, 

%7ET-690506 

4. TOT TTRRTO fk, 

TO-T^. 7, TO-Ti-T- w, frormrot, 
^«NK-500052 

5. W RTO 

3TPT> TO! ir&i tfWTO 4>K9lkld %, 

^«HK-500052 

[71.11017/1/2007--%^] 
3mFF cgqR TfTHT, 3RR Tlf^R 

MINISTRY OF POWER 

New Delhi, the 23rd August, 2007 

S.O. 2523.—In pursuance of Sub Rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official Language (use for official purposes of the 
union) Rules, 1976 the Central Government hereby notifies 
the following offices under the administrative control of 
Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd., Gurgaon and Rural 
Electrification Corporation, New Delhi, the staff whereof 
have acquired 80 % working knowledge of Hindi:— 

1. Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd., 

Powergrid Colony, Bodh, 

Bodh, Nurpur (HP))-176201. 


2 Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd., 

400/220 KV Sub-Station, Village Matana, 

Fatehabad, Hisar Road, NH-10, 

Distt. Fatehabad (Haryana)-125050. 

3. Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd., 

Kayamkulam G1S 245 KV Station, 

Choolatheruvu Post Kayamkulam, 

Alappuzha Distt. Kerala-690506. 

4. Rural Electrification Corporation Ltd., 

NH-7, NPA Post, Shivrampally, 

Hyderabad-500052. 

5. Central Institute for Rural Electrification 
of Rural Electrification Corporation Ltd., 

NPA Post, Shivarampally, 

Hyderabad-50005 2. 

[No. 11017/1/2007-Hindi)] 
ASHOK KUMAR KHURANA, Addl. Secy. 

RRfr frt TOTTOT 

it %TOt, 30 3RTRT, 2007 

cRT.3TT. 2524.—«A-sfa 7E37R, 7OTTET (TR% Wkfa 
i976%%ro iok 3 mPh4f 4 % 
3TJ7RTIT 3 7T7f% H4ld4 % 3T% RTRf PinRyiRSd 

80 yldVId R 3T%RF 3 %RT ^FT 

^t 47(TR®F> 5H yi'<i <t>< %FTT ^R?ft i? :— 

1. RR#R ^<ldd* TPNfT, 3F3RTT WTRcT, 3TTOT I 

2 RRdfa ^<ldd* TTfSFT, <1ddRR, 3F RScT, I 

3. RRcffa TTFTm 7l3$FT, 7#1R WTTO, k%TK I 

4. RTTcfFl ^<lddl 7RfejR, HI%1<6 HlPTRl t 

5. RRdfa ^/idcd 7R%FH, iMi^< 3TR57T, v ii 4 i^< I 

6. RRdfa ^<ldc^ TT^^T, WT5RT, I 

7. qi<dl4 yicir^ cshh-sci, 3T^TO T R I 

8. qiRTR ^detect TT^R, 7TOTO RgRt, I 

9. RRcffa 'j/lclcd TT^M, RTTOcF dHHSd-WT, 7TSTO I 

10. Tf^^T, d^sH* 4MH4d-fgc%7, 

11. RTTcffa ^TRTrR 7Rfs^FT, 

1%, I 

12 "NKUh ld4cp, 

^FT^ I 

13. RRdtR T0cTn4 TT^SFT, $dl^NI4, ^7T7RFT 

^dlf!NK I 

14. RTTrfR TOcT^l Tl^SFT, 49H^(r1 dfdd^<, W 

30, •RT -^T H%<, I 

15. RTOlq-JTld^ Tl^^T, W757T T%kT, q^tTcT TIER ^ 
% TRT, 713 7fe, R?kl r 

16. RTTdfa 7l4^, 39H5R1 W&, 7%t 

I 
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17. TOfa ^Icl^ TtMt, PRMd MlMK, 

18. TTmtT ^Titled PTRSd 3TTTmt, Tr#Z, STTPTTtl 

[7T. 1-1/2007-"%^] 
Btfpf! , M&T+' (TT. TT.) 

MINISTRY OF CULTURE 

New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 

S.O. 2524—In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of the Rule 
10 of the Official Languages (use for official purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976 the Central Government hereby notifies 
the following offices under the Ministry of Culture wherein 
more than 80 % staff have acquired working knowledge of 
Hindi:— 

1. Archaeological Survey of India, Ajanta Sub-circle, 
Ajanta. 

2 Archaeological Survey of India, Daulatabad Sub- 
circle, Daulatabad. 

3. Archaeological Survey of India, Lonar Sub-circle, 
Lonar. 

4. Archaeological Survey of India, Nasik Sub-circle 
Nasik. 

5. Archaeological Survey of India, Nagpur Sub-circle, 
Nagpur. 

6. Archaeological Survey of India, Chandrapur Sub- 
circle, Chandrapur. 

7. Archaeological Survey of India, Ahmednagar Sub¬ 
circle, Ahmedanagar. 

8. Archaeological Survey of India, Lucknow circle, 
Aliganj, Lucknow. 

9. Archaeological Survey of India, Lucknow Sub-circle- 

I, Lucknow. 

10. Archaeological Survey of India, Lucknow Sub-circle- 

II, Residency, Lucknow. 

11. Archaeological Survey of India, Lucknow Sub-circle- 

III, Sikanderbag Gate, Lucknow. 

12. Archaeological Survey of India, Kanpur Sub-circle, 
Kachhari cemetery, Kanpur. 

13. Archaeological Survey of India, Allahabad Sub-circle, 
Khusrobag Gate, Allahabad. 

14. Archaeological Survey of India, Lalitpur Sub-circle, 
House No. 30, Mauthana New Jain Temple, Lalitpur. 

15. Archaeological Survey of India, Mahoba Sub-circle, 
Near Kirat Sagar Church, Rath Road, Mahoba. 

16. Archaeological Survey ol India, Jhansi Sub-circle, 
Rani Lakshmi Bai Palace, Jhansi. 

17. Archaeological Survey oflndia, Faizabad Sub-circle, 
Faizabad. 

18. Archaeological Survey oflndia, Shravasti Sub-circle, 
Sahet, Shravasti. 

[No. 1-1/2007-Hindi] 
MOHINI HINGORANI, Director (OL) 


^ M#, 27 3FTT<T, 2007 

^T.3TT. 2525.—4>Vldl W sfc (aMl f wH ) 
mfafTTR, 1957 (1957 TT 20) (M3 pr3 pF& T'^R(PRT 
TTI t) TTTt 9 PT-mTT (1) ^ 

TK?T tUcbK 'chl-Mdl T4ldd STfpJjHI TM r M TJT. 
311. 3822 cTRte 19 2006 3! TRcT T?TFTO, TFT II, 

^ 3, PT-7sPrF (ii) TIRte 23 f3dPT, 2006 3 TTiTfeld 
?[$ 8ft, PRT 3Tftnj^RT 3 3dm 3 crfM tjfrrqf 

3ik 33! ijJNf (Mf# pr3 pf& TYm^mF ttft tti 
t) 3 TT PT TT ^ 3TMFTT, P*F ^ WJ 10 

.(i) ^ mtffr, tt 3! M#i3! 3 -gcRr ^Mr snrrMr 
3’ Wsm 3 MM FlTTT t : 

7fm>K TTT TF 7mTTFf 3l TTI f M 37^3 
«bld9>Vs-H TFTp (M3 p?3 pM WTRf P1F 

T^FT Tllt),^ MMf 3^7 YTF? TT,3! Ot=hU 
PR Mm 3Tfa3M TF#, 3J5WFT ^ ^ Mr 

cM f ; 

3TcI: 3m, Ot=hU, P*F 3TMMR «TRT 11 

( 1 ) pm TmFrT VlMplT TT TTfr TTF 1 R, TF MM 
$ M> ^fRTT 3^7 P1F 3 pr M MM TTPT TT 
^ tt3! 3 rfim>R, wirte 23 fM^r, 2006 3 Mptt tttttr 3 
PI T«FK f^Tf%cT M TFT T?t T^fTT, MmMM MM! 3^fT 
TTdf 3! 3 t3M Tf 3 1R, TTT T frfFrf p TTTT, 

31«ltp : — 

l- 4R4 >i( 1 ^ ^ smtr 

w 3mmfm tMt, mm, 3ik M ^ tp' Tft 
Mr ttt Tprl tM r tttttr m Tfr# 

TiM ; 

2 TTd pTTI TTcf ( 1) ^ 3TTh, TTTTTR ^ 

mm! m smTirnr ^ #3 r ^ 

3lfTTTTVT TTT T3T Mil 3ftT ^ Mlt 3TT*mTT 
3|R 3ifir<4i<ui -^f[ ^ Mr fryew Mr 7 nr mfrrrf 

Tm'q t[ tit! mr Tirmf! 

3^T ^ p! Tf TT TT TT pr TTP frfpT 

3TfTTTr! ^ fM^fl T7TT ^ TPl! MlT? TTM%t!, 
^ 31TM 3Tfp Tf! TRd TTTT, Tnf! mT «f! TTT 
T1TTTT! c bH'fl TP 

3 . md ttt<+)k 1 Tmmt, tittht tt pM ttMt! 

ttI, ^ Mr! aim ^ tMt ^f, tt! ^ ^ 

p Pi ttrt Mpt M prM arMirf ^ tt! m, 

rnmnr tt pM ttMtt pm tt pM fp^p 
Mf! TmMfFTf TTT^l ^ STIcTTTT? f!, yfd^fri 

4 . tttttt! tftt! Mt, rnmnr P ^ 3 ht^rM 

^ Mn ^frr!' ^‘ttpttt siMtrtt pi 

3FT mMr 3mfm T5T^ Ti! ttM tf!' Ftr! ; affT 

5. PFT TTTTRTt TFTTt, ^ M# 3^ Mf TT, # MplT 
ttttp pm Tm! armpmr f! prt 
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[ WI 1,-^5 3(H)] ^ ^ 

^ to srttrtftn fiKu ^im, « 

TSW I _ 

[ipl ^.-43015/15/2004/^. 37R3Tlt S «r^ ] 

•qxi. 

ministry of coal 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S O 2525 .—Whereas on the publication of the 
notification of the Government of India in the MinKtryof 
Coal, number S.O. 3822 dated the 19 th September 2006 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3, Sub 
Lction (ii), dated the 23rd September, 2006 issued under 
Sub-section (1) Section 9 of the Coal Beanng Ajeas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act 1957 (20 of 195 ) 
(hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the lands and right 
in or over the lands, described in the Schedule appended 
to the said notification (hereinafter referred to as the sad 
lands) vested absolutely in the Central Government free 
from all encumbrances under Sub-section (1) of Section 
of the said Act: 

And, whereas the Central Government is satisfied 
that the Western Coalfields Limited, Nagpur (hereinafter 
referred to as the Government Company), ^willing to 
comply with such terms and conditions as the Central 
Government thinks fit to impose in this behalt. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the said ^nds and ngh 
in or over the said lands, so vested, shall with effect from 
the 23rd September, 2006 instead of continuing to so vest 
in the Central Government, vest in the said Company, 
subject to the following terms and conditions, namely . 

1 The said Government Company shall reimburse to 
the Central Government all payments made in respect 
of compensation, interest, damages and the like as 
determined under the provisions of the said Act, 

2 A tribunal shall be constituted for the purpose ! 
determining the amounts payable to the Cent 
Government by the Government Company under 
condition (1) and all expenditure purred m 
connection with any such tribunal and P ef s° 
appointed to assist the tribunal shall be borne by the 
said Government Company and slr " lla ^’ al 
expenditure incurred in respect of all legal 
proceedings like appeals, etc., for or in connection 
with the right, in or over the said lands, so vesting, 
shall also be borne by the said Government Company, 

3 The said Government Company shall indemnify the 

Central Government or its officials against any o her 
expenditure that may be necessary in connection 
with any proceedings by or against the Central 
Government or its officials, regarding the aforesaid 
rights in or over the said lands so vested; 

4 The said Government Company shall have no power 
’ to transfer the said lands and rights in or over e 
lands so vested to any other person without the 
previous approval of the Central Government; and 


5 The said Government Company shall abide by such 
direction and conditions as may be given or im posed 
by the Central Government for particular areas of t 
said land, as and when necessary. 

[ F. No. 43015/15/2004-PRIW] 

M. SHAHABUDEEN, Under Secy. 

31 3^,2007 

WOT 2526.-^ ^ w* & («* 

SWW, 1957 (1957 W 20) 

S *• «* 

(i) m3 965 ^ ^ „ 

(<*) 3, (ii) ^ ^ 

{ ’ “18^,2005”^^^ 26^,2005 

'Sffisrfxj 1 ^ 

(i % 7 ^ * ■ 

V m "tsTH 3tfipFR *i' < T n\ 

03) <nf?nsi 3 ** 

(iii> 

WIFF ^ 3iwr— (( 

"45/1-45/2 45/2 45/3 45/4-45/5 45/6 45/7 
"45/1 -45/2- 45/3-45/4 45/5- 
45/6-45/7 ” ^riftI 

[t*. u 43015/1/2005-^3111^1 

(CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 31st August, 2007 
S O 2526 .—In exercise of the powers conferred by 

. of Section 7 of the Coal Bearing Areas 

sub-section (1) ot section / f 1957s the 

(Acquisition and Development) Act, 195 (> 

Central Government hereby makes the following 

namCl (l)in the opening paragraph of the said notification 
f^r the words and figures “sub-section (11) dated the isth 
March 2005” , the words and the figures “sub-section (11) 
dated the 26th March, 2005” shall be substituted, 

‘(IIVn^ngThove the , able, for the words 

‘All Rights”, the words “Mining Rights , shall 

be substituted; 

(b) below the table, for the figures andhvor*>354- 
904 hectares” the figures and words 354 90 
acres” shall be substituted. 

[F. No. 43015/1/2005/PRIW] 
M. SHAHABUDEEN, Under Secy. 


3625 Gl/07—2 
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snr i^r ft^TTr 

^ 13 3RT7<T, 2007 

'7 * 3^1 4-, fefe ^ 4 £ 

STJ^ W( 2 ,f ^ in 37 /l **)fe» 

13-8-2007 ^ 3^^^1 

[U t^i- 12012/144/1995 -31Tf3?R(cfr-i ) ] 
37 ' ST * T $>HK, 3Tf^l^ 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2007 

r a S *?* T 2527.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 

377ltZZ h ^ by PUblish6S the Aw ^’ (Ref No 

AniSf „ C h7f 1 H 1Trib T 1 ’ WpUraS show " '"'he 

ml. 1 h Indu strial Dispute between the 

management of State Bank of Indore and their workmen 
received by the Central Government on 13-8-2007. 

[No. L-l 2012/144/1995-IR (B-I)] 

AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

37^?t 

^mfcicMur, 

K 3?t£ 37/96 

** ****’** * teFft 3TT^T 

^ 120I2/144/95-3^.3TR.(^t) f^r% 24-9-96. 

nm ^ ^ siwwranTft fe 

m > ^ ^ I . rjrff 

■*RPT 

'• ^ *»* vfr. 9TO vnfm 

5, fact rtf fte, j 

15/15,-55^ , . 3 ^ 

Tqf^PT 

*** •• * *w OTt, 

wsif fe 3fe fe : fe^FRffefefe 

ft 11=6 ; 27-7-07 

3^ 

i. ^y^R, «ra Ram, fe fefei 5R, fe, ^ „ 

fe jftW, gg ffeffe, ^ ^ | . 

Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
“ «Juajfiwl m not paying full scale and the 
benefits to Shn Ramu (Workman) a regular employee 

i!n e «7 C <l ai ?r 18 ° f the bi P artite settlement w.e.f. 

" " ' ' Ifnot > to w bal relief the workman is entitled 
and from what date?” 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


2.lnfe^fe3fefefefefe,^3^_ | _^ % 

TV? 1 ^7^ **> wUTOf ftrarfe fefe™ 

^ ^ ^ Wl * fe 1985 fe Rfe 

T? Rlfen fe wran 6000 gif Trfte fe, ^ TWTfRws 
^fenjfeimfefe5. 30 fe g-OOTOl ^^^ 

fT] ^ fe 250 Rfe fefeqffe; fefe* fen 7TO 

7 ; 9 : 9 , 2 j ^ fefe fen 

* «3RR WR fefe mfe „ *gffe, 1 » Rfim 

™ ** * m ' 5n *ff «Pw ftafe i-n -87 tfnra 

3^5^ ^ r?1r rh mw 3Rgn fen 4^ 
warn aS t fe ntf 9 - 10 ^ fa ^ ^ ^ 

rte war Ray if ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

j# fftfet ^ W3W ^ 

^ **” * ^ t % ^ afr ^ ^ ^ 
95 snf^ R 5 f fen RRT aisjf ^i ^ um 

2lTf^- 5R ^ ^ 'TmR rr fen Rra, f, 

l’ ^ ^ RI nfenR ri# mi 

1-1-94^ 1/2^r^^j^yniRfeRiRriTint i 

,,_ 4 ' y U|lq U u| R7 snpff fe ^n ^ ^ ^ ^ 

' 4800fefe t 3?k insjf 71W ^ 2 fe Ulfiife^ 

n RRft feft ^ ^ 3^, 3R . 

7 *J? **™*™ M '**** 1 i<r«i)i an:, 

^ TR vfT^^r ^ ^ ^ ^ 6 

w 7 * * * * * * «3«" * td»w fe 

2J r w f 1 ** r #r*m? fe feRTffe 

V^v_ f '^W*ff’9TO^R!I3lffei#Trtrt l3KJ . V 
^ ^ RRftl 3T3IT«ff ^ Tft t I 

7-7-07 fenwf^fsfefe, 3^, 

Rife fen fe ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

? m 3rrtit ^Bf^ran^TnfRr^i^^ 
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-gf^nTT f^rk cp wr ^ f, -RjRT k 3 ^t4 
Rft Rfe 3 Rff^ ri^r Rt k?r RFf Rk i I 3lk rf H** 0 ! 

37Ft RcTHT Rt R?f RTfRl, T^^SR ^R^R R? "RkR "9Tl«4f ^ 
WcT RPR RFf RR RRkTT I 3TCT:, RRRRI ^ft TFR RTRTR SR! 
pHffidd fRTRT RRT t 7TO RRR fRH TO! fRRt WcTT t .— 
“R2Z «fRT 33T97 ^ ¥^R SR ^jIrRT TTtp^t ^ 

^cTR R 3RR RTTR fgR#R -HH^fldl ^ ^FcTTR 18 ^ 

3FJRR fRRTRT 1 -11 -87 k RSf ^RT ^fRR RR'^R t I %fw$ 
^ri WR 717T R7R RR 3jfRRR7t Rift t l” 

■jflRR 7RR7T TTRf, RRIT^tTT 
M 13 amRT, 2007 

■^T.3TT. 2528.-3MfwfRRlR 3jfRfRRR, 1947 ( 1947 
3R 14) Rft RRT 17 eft RRRRR R, '^FRTtR R7RTR 7RR ^ 3TPh 
ift^\ ^ RRRRR ^ RR^ fH4MR>T afk 'RRR' ^4 ^>kT ^ RfR, 
3 pjr'%i R fdRte 3iWiP!R Irrts R 3rknfR^ stTrrtrr, rr^ 
<£ w (RR4 RTsST 77 / 92 ) Rft y<hlfVld RRcft t, ^ R^R 
RTRTR RTt 13-8-2007 Rtt RPR 7>RT RT I 

[R. ReT-12012/108/1 992-3 Tt£ 3TR. Rt-I] 
3TRR RjTfrc, ^RT 3#IRJTft 
New Delhi, the 13th August, 2007 

S.O. 2528.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 
77/1992) of Industrial Tribunal, Chennai as shown in the 
annexure in the industrial dispute between the management 
State Bank of India and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 13-08-2007. 

[ No. L-12012/108/1992-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
TAMIL NADU, CHENNAI-600104 

Thursday, the 19th day of July, 2007 

PRESENT: 

THIRU M. VENUGOPAL, B.A. M.L., Presiding 
Officer/Industrial Tribunal,. Tamil Nadu, Chennai-104 

Industrial Dispute No. 77 of 1992 

(In the matter of dispute for adjudication under Sec. 
10(1) (d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 between the 
Workman and the Management of State Bank of India, 
Madras-600001). 

BETWEEN 

The Workman 
Shri K. Ibrahim, 

No. 66, State Bank Colony Extension, 

Nanganallur, Madras-6000 61. 


The Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Local Head Office, 

2T,BalajiSalai, 

Madras-600001. 

Reference : Order No. L-12012/108/92-IR-B-III, dated 
7-9-1992, Ministry of Labour, Govt, of India, New Delhi. 

This Industrial Dispute coming up for final hearing 
on Monday, the 9th day of July, 2007, upon hearing the 
agruments of Thiru K. V. Ananthakrishnan, Advocate 
appearing for the Petitioner and Thiru S. Ravindran, 
Advocate appearing for M/s. T. S. Gopalan & Co. for the 
management and upon perusing the all other connected 
material papers on record and this dispute having stood 
over till this day for consideration this Tribunal made the 
following:— 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India have referred the following issue 
for adjudication by this Tribunal: 

“Whether the management of State Bank of India is 

justified in dismissing Shri K. Ibrahim with effect from 

14-3-1990 ? If not, to what relief is the workman 

entitled to ?” 

2. The averments of the Claim Statement filed by the 
Claimant are as follows: 

The claimant Thiru K. Ibrahim was appointed as a 
Messenger in the Respondent bank in the year 1971. Due 
to his sheer sincerity and discharge of his duties diligently 
to the utmost sastisfaction of his superiors in the test 
conducted for promotion he was selected and promoted to 
the post of cashier in the year 1982 and was posted in the 
Guindy branch. The claimant was confirmed in the said 
post as a permanant employee. The claimant has put in 19 
years of unblemished record of service without any lapse 
or irregularities with the respondent bank. The respodnent 
among other places is having an extension counter at 
Hindustan Teleprinters, Guindy of Officers' Training 
Stehool (OTS) at St. Thomas Mount. From the Guindy 
branch one officer, one clerk, one cashier and one sub staff 
used to be deputed in rotation to work at the extension 
counter on alternate days and the working hours is between 
11.00 A.M. to 2.30 p.m. The claimant was deputed as Cashier 
to the extension counter and was discharging his duties. 

3. While so, the caimant was shocked to receive a 
Suspension oRder dtd. 19-3-88 from the disciplinary 
authority (Dy. General Manager) that the claimant was 
placed under Suspension pending enquiry into certain 
alleged acts of misconnduct reported to have been 
committed by him by missappropring the moneys paid by 
few individuals for effecting mail transfer, while the claimant 
was working as a Cashier at the Officers Training School 
extension counter attached to Guindy branch. This was 
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followed by a Charge sheet dt. 9-4-1988. The claimant by 
his reply dt. 16-3-88 denied all the charges levelled against 
him and stated that on perusal all the charges levelled 
against him and stated that on perusal of the relative 
challans it is found that the challans did not bear his initials 
and he was not aware how the alleged instances quoted in 
the Charge sheet has happend. The Respondent gave 
another charge sheert dt. 14-5-88 alleging misappropriation 
of an amount paid by one of the constituents. The claimant 
submitted his explanation dt. 23-5-88 reiterating the earlier 
stand and totally denied all the charges of acts of omissions 
and is approporiation alleged against him. The respondent 
appointed Mr. W. S. Jayapal as the enquiry officer to 
conduct the domestic enquiry. The claimant on the first 
sitting of the domestic enquiry conducted on 22-8-88 
represented to the enquiry officer that the charges being 
of grievous and complicated nature, based on the report of 
the handwriting expert, the claimant being a sub staff 
promotee was not in a position to effectively defend the 
charges levelled against him. Therefore, the claimant sought 
permission to have a lawyer to defend his in the enquiry 
proceedings. The enquiry officer refused him request and 
insisted the claimant to appear in the enquiry proceedings. 
Therefore, the claimant was left with no other alternative 
except to attend the enquiry, undefended and victually 
remained a slient spectator without participating in the 
enquiry or cross-examining the witnesses. After, having 
conducted a farce enquiry, the enquiry officer found the 
claimant guilty of all the charges levelled against him. 

4. Against the findings of the enquiry officer, the 
claimant gave a written submission dt. 8-9-1989. The 
disciplinary authority by his letter dt. 2-12-88 concured 
with the findings of the enquiry officer, and proposed the 
punishment of dismissal without notice and at the 
claimant’s request gave a personnel hearing on 22-1-90. 
The claimant gave a written submission reiterating his earlier 
stand denying all the charges levelled against him. The 
disciplinary authority by an order dt. 14-1 -90 dismissed the 
claimant from service. Against the order of dismissal the 
claimant preferred an appeal on 2-5-90 to the appellate 
authority. The appellate authority by an order dtd. 26-9-9Q 
concurred with the findings of the disciplinary authority 
and dismissed the claimant’s appeal. Against the said 
order, the claimant has raised the present industrial dispute 
and the same has been referred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. At the time of dismissal the claimant was 
drawing a salary of Rs. 2700. The claimant is challenging 
the order of dismissal dt. 14-3-90 and confirmed by the 
appellate authority' on 26-9-90 for the following among other 
grounds: (a) The domestic enquiry conducted does not 
prove the guilty of the claimant since the evidence recorded 
and exhibits marked do not prove the charages leavelled 
against the claimant, (b) The domestic enquiry was 
conducted against all the principles of natural justice and 
vitiated and therefore liable to be set aside, (c) The 


authorities failed to consider the practice in vugue at the 
extension counter of the Officers Training School of the 
respondent that the working hours at the Officers training 
School is 11.00 A.M. to 2.30. P.M. The Cashier viz. the 
delinquent employee used to avail a 10 minutes for his 
lunch in between 1.30 p.m. to 2.30 p.m. During the said 
period the counter was left in the custody of Mr. J. 
Samodaran the then Officer-in-charge of the extension 
counter. Even during the time when the claimant attend his 
nature call the counter used to be under the control of the 
said offier. (d) The claimant was several times requested 
and used by other staff of the branch and sometimes by 
higher officials to go to the military canteen stores to get 
the articles available at reduced prices, using claimants 
familiarity with them and his knowledge of speaking Hindi. 
On all such occasions the counter was operated by the 
Officer-incharge. So also, on such occasions, payments 
were made by Officer-incharge. Subsequently with the 
information furnished by Offier-in-charge the scroll would 
be filled up by the claimant. Therefore, the claimant denies 
that he at any point of time received the amounts from the 
person as alleged in the Charge Sheet and misappropriated 
the same, after intentionally omitting to put through the 
transaction in the cash scroll of the bank.(e) Since the 
charge sheet issued by the Respondent /pre-determined 
the guilty of the claimant it exposes the punitive mind of 
the respondent and is a basic defect. Therefore, the charge 
sheet is vitiated and void as held in AIR 1954 Bom 35 and 
1969 LIC 735 .(F) The respondent having failed to keep an 
open mind against the charges levelled, the fundamental 
principles of natural justice is violated as held in 1974 2 
SLR 466. (g) The charge sheet dtd. 9-4-88 and 14-5-88 
issued to the claimant did not reveal and disclose the 
materials on which the respondent proposed to reply in 
the domestic enquiry nor did they contain list of documents 
relied upon and witnesses proposed to be examined. In the 
absence of these, the claimant was not able to defend himself 
and prove his innocense. This is against the principles of 
natural justice as reported in 1960IILLJ 228; 1970IILU 1 
(SC), (h) The appellate authority who received the claimant’s 
appeal in his office on 4/5th May 1990 should have 
disposed of the appeal within 60 days from the date of 
receipt of appeal which is mandatory as per para 19.14 of 
the First Bipartite Settlement and should have also given a 
personnel hearing within 30 days. The appellate authority 
passed the order after 120 days. Hance the order of dismissal 
is invalid and is to be set aside and reinstement has to be 
ordered, (i) The signature of the claimant alone was sent to 
the handwriting expert for examination. Since various 
officers and other staff were present in the counter to 
discharge the duties in the absence of the claimant at the 
relevant time, all the signatures must have been sent to the 
handwriting expert. Having failed to do so, the respondent 
was pre-determined the issue and hence the entire enquiry 
proceedings is vitiated and the report of the handwriting 
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expert cannot be proper without the comparision of the 
other signatures. PEX 2 to PEX 6 do not tally with the 
initiales appearing in PEX 7 to PEX 20. (j) the disciphnory 
autherority’s failure to furnish evidence on which the 
charges were based, documents relied upon and witnesses 
to be examined amounted to non-compliance not only to 
the mendatory provisions of the bipartite settlement but 
also the fundamental principles of natural justics as 
reported in 1968ILLJ 106; 1963ILLJ 708, MR 1975 AP 794; 
(1970)21 FLR127,1969SCR479,1970HLU 1 (SC)(k)None 
of the witnesses viz. Jayaraman (PW. 21) V. Toppo (PW. 4) 
Mohanan pillai (PW 3) and C.J. Daniel (PW. 7) who deposed 
at the enquiry stated that they gave the money only to the 
claiamantbut only identified the counterfoil. In the absence 
of any positive evidence the conclusion of the enquiry 
officer is biased and vitiated. Since the delinquent employee 
was known to almost all the officials at OTS, it is easy to 
identify the delinquent. (1) The refusal by the enquiry officer 
to grant permission to engage a lawyer to defined himself 
as per the first Bipartite Settlement under para. 19. 12 (a) (ii ) 
deprived the claimant of a fair opportunity to defend himself 
as the claimant was unable to understand the highly 
technical and complicated report/evidence of the 
handwriting expert engaged by the respondent and also to 
cross examine him. The denial vitiates the entire enquiry 
proceedings as reported in 19721LLJ 465, 1968 2 All ER 
595; 19841 LLJ 471; 1983 ILLJ 1 (SC), 1984II LLJ 121 
(Bomb). The refuseal was arbitrrary and capricious exercise 
of discretion as reported in 1963II LLJ 296 (SC), (m) Both, 
the disciplinary authority and the appellate authority, did 
not take into consideration the past unblemsed record of 
services of 19 years of the claimant. This fact is evident 
from the absence of any reference to the past record in 
their respective orders. TheSastry Award in para 521 (10) 
read with Desai Award in para. 18.28 laid down that in 
awarding punishment by way of disciplinary action, the 
authority concerned shall take into consideration the 
gravity, the previous records if any, of the employee and 
any other aggravating or extenuating circumstrances that 
may exist. Under the award, consideration of past record is 
a mandatory obligation cast on the respondent as reported 
in 19541 LLJ 281. If the mandatory provision is not followed 
then the order of dismissal is liable to be set aside as per 
decisions reported in AIR 1954 Mad 51; 1973 II LLJ 58; 
1958 KR 358. The punishment was thus imposed at their 
pleasure and hence it is abnoxious to natural justice. 

5. The claimant denied all the charges and the charges 
are not proved at the domestic enquiry conducted for the 
said purpose, apart from the fact that the enquiry is vitiated 
by illegility and hit by principles of natural justice. 

The claimant reserve his rights to file additional claim 
statement if necessary. It is therefore prayed that this 
Tribunal may be pleased to pass an award setting aside die 
dismissal order dt. 14-3-90 and reinstate the claimant with 
full backwages with attendant benefits and render justice. 

6. The averments of the Counter statement filed by 
the Respondent are as follows : 


In order to appreciate the issue which would arise 
for consideration in the dispute, it is necessary to set out 
how a Cashier functions in a Branch. The job of a Cashier, 
among other duties is to receive cash which is tendered 
along with remittance challan, affix “Cash received Stamp, 
inital the challan and return the counterfoil of the challan 
duly signed to the person who tenders the cash and the 
remittance challan. As soon as cash is received, he has to 
make an entry in the Cashier’s Scroll for the day serially 
numbered, mentioning the name of the remitter and the 
amounttemitted. He is also required to mentioned the Serial 
No. in the challan so that at the end of the day, he will 
properly account for all the remittances recorded in the 
scroll. The Cashier is seated inside the wire me a shed 
cabin and no one can enter the Cashier s cabin. 

7. The Guindy Branch of the Respondent Bank 
opened an Extension Counter in the Defence Officers’ 
Training School at St. Thomas Mount. The said Extension 
Counter was used to work on Mondays, Wednesdays and 
Fridays between 12 Noon and 2 P.M. The staff from the 
Guindy Branch were used to be deputed to the Extension 
Counter for attending to the transactions. When once the 
transactions were over, the staff used to return to the 
Branch and account for the transactions of the day. The 
petitioner was working as a Cashier in the Guindy branch 
of the Respondent bank and he also used to go to the 
Extension counter at the Defence Officers Training School 
at St. Thomas Mount. 

8. On 26-10-1987 one R. Jayaraman remitted a sum 
of Rs. 3000/- at the Officers Training School Extension 
Counter for the credit of his Savings Bank Account at the 
Respondent’s branch, at Kovilpatti. When the said 
Jayaraman visited Kovilpatti, he came to know that the 
amount had not been credited as the same was not received 
at the Kovilpatti branch. The said Jayaraman made a 
complaint to the Respondent. There were similar complaints 
about certain other remittances made at the Officers 
Training School Extension Counter. When these complaints 
were looked into, it was found that the counterfoils of the 
relevant remittance challans were initialled by the petitioner 
and he was the Cashier in the Officers Training School 
Extension Counter on the relevant dates when the 
remittances in question were made. 

9. On 9-4-1988 a Charge Sheet was issued to the 
petitioner charging him with the misconduct that in respect 
of four transactions between 26-10-87 and 3-2-88 though the 
petitioner had received the cash and acknowledged it in the 
counterfoil of the remittance challan, he intentionally omitted 
to put the transactions through the Cash scroll, failed to 
account for the same in the books of accounts of the branch 
and misappropriated the amount. Subsequently it also came 
to the knowledge of the Respondent that on 
4-11-87, when the petitioner was working as Cashier in the 
Officers Training School Extension Counter, St. Thomas 
Mount, he had received a sum of Rs. 1800 from one 
Shubukaran along with the relative voucher for effecting a 
mail transfer and for which he had issued the counterfoil but 
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he intentionally omitted to put the transaction through the 
cash scroll for the day and failed to account for the sum of 
S ' 1800 in the books of accounts of the Bank 
and misappropriated the amount. This charge was 
framed by the Charge sheet dated 14-5-88. For the two charge 

E5?988 e Petlt '° ner 8aVC h ' S ex P lanat,0n on 16-4-88 and 

rn 1 ,° h submitted that ! n res P ect of the 5 transactions 

covered by the two charge sheets dtd. 9-4-88 and 14-5-88, 

on 17-5-88 the Respondent referred the disputed documents 
along wnh the specimen handwriting of the petitioner to 

On i TJfn ! atC Forensic Science Department, Madras. 

n 1 ~ 6 ' 88 the &tate Forensic Science Department gave its 
report opining that the Cashier’s Scroll was in the 
handwriting ot the petitioner and that the initials in the 
vouchers were also that of the petitioner. 

IF The Petitioner was asked to appear for a domestic 
enquiry and it was held on 22-8-88, 29 8-88 and 12-9-88. In 
the enquiry, M. Kasi, Scientific Assistant, Forensic Science 
Department was examined. Apart from the handwriting 
xpert Thiru Jayaraman, U. Thoppu, Mohanan Pillai, C. J. 

■ aul, other witnesses who were connected with the 
transactions were examined. The Enquiry Officer gave his 
mdmgs on 3 6-11 - ] 989 holding that the petitioner guilty of 

< n C nnTf « S o^ e r ?° n 0f thC Hnquiry 0ff,cer was received 
o 20-11-89. On 3 -10- 89 the petitioner was furnished with 

a copy of the 1 ind.ngs of the Enquiry Officer, a punishment 
ot dismissal was proposed and he was asked to appear for 
personal hearing on 19-12-89. The personal heanng took 
place on 22 1 -80. When the petitioner said that he Luld 
make his representation in writing. After considering all 
the relevant papers, 0 „ J 4-3-90, the Disciplinary Authority 
passed orders dismissing the petitioner from service 
Against the order of dismissal dated 14-3-90, the petitioner 
preferred an appeal dated 2-5-90 to the General Manager 
Operations. The petitioner was given a personal hearing in 
the appeal. On 26-9-90, the appeal preferred by the petitioner 
was dismissed and the order of dismissal was confirmed. 

fn tu ls Sllbmitted th at the petitioner had acquiesced 

ve-r 1 o' ° dl " miSSal and OIlIy in lhe la « er P a « of the 
year 991 he raised a dispute. The dispute was taken up for 

conciliation and on failure of conciliation, the present order 
of reference has been made. The averments in paras 3 to 5 
of the Claim Statement are all matters of record and therefore 
do not require to be controverted. 

1 3. Wiib regard to para. 6 of the Claim Statement, it 
is submitted that it is not the practice of the Respondent 
bank to permit the charge sheeted employees to engage a 
Dwyer in the domestic enquiry. Similarly, the Bank does 
not appoint a legally trained person as a Presenting Officer. 
Hence the petitioner was not entitled to bring a lawyer to 
defend him in the enquiry. However, the charec sheeted 
employee was entitled to be defended by a co-employee or 
v a representative of a registered trade union. The 
petitioner, for reasons best known to him, defended himself 
and did not avail the services of either a union 
representative nor a co-cmployce. As regards para. 8 of 
the claim statement, it is submitted that none of the 
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grounds urged by him calls for interference of the order of 
dismissal by this Forum. With regard to para 8(a), it is 
submitted that the material placed before the Enquiry Officer 
has dearly established the misconduct. The Respondent 
denies the allegation that the enquiry was vitiated or that 
there was any violation of principles of natural justice. 

14. With regard to grounds (c) and (d) in para. 8 of 
the claim statement, it is submitted that it was the petitioner 
who acted as a Cashier at the Officers Training School 
Extension Counter on 26-10-1987,4-11 -87,11 -11 -87,3-2-88 
and 5-3-88 and he signed the relevant counterfoils for the 
non-accounted remittances, that it was he who maintained 
the scroll on the relevant dates and as such he was liable to 
account for the same. The allegations made by the petitioner 
would not absolve him of his liability or exonerate him in 
his complicity with the transactions. 

15. The Respondent denies the allegation in paras 
«(e) and (f> of the claim statement that the charge sheet 
was issued with a predetermined about the guilt of the 
petitioner. With regard to the ground in para 8 (g) of the 
Claim Statement, the Respondent submits that the petitioner 
was given due opportunity to vindicate his stand and 
defend the charges. With regard to the ground in para 8 (h) 
of the Claim statement, it is submitted that time limit for the 
disposal of the appeal was only directory and not 
mendatory. The alleged grievance of the petitioner would 
not vitiate the order of dismissal. 

16. With regard to ground 8 (i) of the Claim Statement, 
it is submitted that it a is the petitioner was the Cashier 
must have initialled the counterfoils, when the petitioner 
disputed the initials and the writing on the scroll, the only 
question was whether the writings on the instrument were 
that of the petitioner and therefore the disputed documents 
wnh the admitted specimen of the petitioner’s handwriting 
were referred to the Handwriting Expert. Therefore 
submission of the petitioner that the writings of other 
persons could have also been referred for comparison 
cannot be accepted. 

17. With regard to the ground in para 8(k), the 
examination of the witnesses was primarily to prove the 
counterfoil and their testimony was entitled to due credence. 
They had also indentified the petitioner as the one having 
received the remittances. 

18. With regard to ground in Para 8(1) of the claim 
statement, it is submitted that denial of assistance of a 
lawyer would not invalidate the enquiry. With regard to 
ground in Para 8 (m) of the claim statement, it is submitted 
that having regard the gravity of the charges proved, little 
would turn on the past record of service. The past record 
will have relevance only when the charges proved, by 
themselves would not merit the extreme punishment. In the 
instant case, the punishment of dismissal cannot be said 
to be disproportionate to the charges proved. It is not 
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correct to state that the Punishing Authority did not take 
into consideration the past record of service of the 
petitioner. 

19. It is submitted that the conduct of the petitioner 
has imparted the confidence of the Respondent to repose 
on the petitioner. The petitioner should not be granted any 
relief much less the relief of reinstatement. It is therefore 
prayed that this Tribunal may be pleased to pass an award 
upholding the dismissal of the petitioner and rejecting his 
claim. 

20. On the side of petitioner. Exhibits W 1 to W83 
were marked. On the side of Respondent/Management, 
Exs. M. 1 and M2 were marked. No oral evidence was 
adduced on both sides. 

21. The point that raised for consideration is 

“Whether the management of Stqte Bank of India is 
justified in dismissing Shri K. Abrahim with effect 
from 14-3-90? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled to?*’. 

22. At the outset, it is to be mentioned that this 
Tribunal on the Preliminary issue whether the Domestic 
enquiry was fair and proper, has held on 17-3-97 that the 
Enquiry findings were vitiated, since the findings of the 
enquiry were given in an ‘Exparte’ enquiry. As against the 
preliminary order passed by this Tribunal on 17-3-97 in 
I.D. No. 77/92, the Respondent/Company has filed W. P. 
No. 15285/97, before the Hon’ble High Court, Madras and 
Hon’ble High Court dismissed the Writ petition on 
4-12-2003 and confirmed the Preliminary order passed by 
this Tribunal. The Respondent/Company filed Writ appeal 
No. 1508/2004 before the Hon’ble High Court and the 
Hon’ble High Court on 10-4-2007 has allowed the Writ 
appeal and not accepted the reasonings that weighed the 
Industrial Tribunal as well as the orders passed in W.P. 
No. 15285/97 dtd. 4-12-2003 and set aside the same with a 
direction to this Tribunal to complete the proceedings in I. 
D. No. 77/92 and passed orders in accordance with law 
within a period of 3 months from the date of receipt of the 
copy of the order after affording opportunity to both parties. 
The Order of the Hon’ble High Court passed in writ Appeal 
No. 1508/2004 dtd. 10-4-2007 was received by this Tribunal 
on 27-4-2007. 

23. On behalf of the petitioner, a memo was filed 
before this Tribunal on 21-5-2007 interalia stating that the 
Central Government amended the Industrial dispute act 
and constituted Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Chennai to decide all the disputes 
relating the Central Government organisation, including 
banks and all the cases were transferred to Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labourt Court, 
Chennai and the Respondent/State Bank of India, being a 
statutory Body and Central Government organisation, now 
the jurisdiction vest with the Central Government Industrial 


Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Chennai, and a request was 
made to pass suitable orders in respect of the jurisdiction 
relating to the Respondent/Company. 

24. At this juncture, it is relevant to point out the 
Hon’ble High Court in ROC No. 1360/2000-3 dated : 
17-8-2000 has directed this Tribunal to transfer the cases 
relating to the Central Government references for which no 
hearing was held so far. (As per list furnished by the Govt, 
of India) now pending on the side of this Tribunal to the 
newly formed Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court at Chennai-6. 

25. On 21 -5-2007, this Tribunal directed the parties to 
address arguments relating to the jurisdiction issue along 
with the main case, as one of the issues raised in the dispute 
and posted the matter on 31-5-2007. On 31-5-2007, the 
parties have not addressed the arguments on the 
jurisdiction aspect since it was brought to their Counsel’s 
notice about the High Court’s ROC No. 1360/2000-03 dtd. 
17-8-2000 wherein this Tribunal was directed to transfer 
Central Government reference cases for which no hearing 
was held so far to the newly formed Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal, Chennai-6. 

26. POINT : The learned counsel for the Petitioner 
submits that the Petitioner Claimant was appointed in the 
Respondent/Bank in 1971 as a Messenger and that he was 
promoted as Cashier in 1982 and was posted in the Guindy 
Branch and that the Respondent/State Bank of India is 
having an Extension Counter at Hindustan Teleprinters, 
Guindy and Officers Training School at St. Thomas Mount 
and from the Guindy Branch. One officer, one Clerk, one 
Cashier and one Sub-staff normally used to be deputed in 
rotation to work at the Extension Counter on alternate 
days, the working hours being between 11.00 A.M. to 2.30 
P.M. and the petitioner/Claimant was deputed as Cashier 
to the Extension Counter and was performing his duties & 
that the petitioner/claimant received the suspension order 
dtd. 19-3-88 from the Deputy General Manager of the bank 
(Disciplinary Authority) stating that the petitioner was 
placed under suspension pending enquiry into-certain 
alleged acts of misconduct in misappropriating the moneys 
paid by some individuals for effecting the mail transfer and 
that the petitioner was given the charge sheet Ex. W. 73 
dtd. 9-4-88 and that the petitioner gave a reply Ex. W. 74 
dtd. 16-4-88 denying the charges made against him and 
that Ex. W. 75 dtd. 14-5-88 another charge sheet was given 
to the petitioner alleging misappropriation of an amount 
paid by one of the constituents and the petitioner furnished 
his explanation dtd. 23-5-88 reiterating the earlier stand 
and denying all the charges pertaining to acts of omissions 
and misappropriations and domestic enquiry was held by 
the bank and the petitioner sought permission to have the 
assistance of a lawyer to defend him in the enquiry 
proceedings, which was refused by the Enquiry Officer 
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and the petitioner did not participate in the enquiry or cross- 
examined the witnesses and the Enquiry Officer found the 
petitioner guilty of all the charger and the Disciplinary 
Authority concurred with the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer and the order of the Appellate Authority is Ex. W.83 
dt. 26-9-90 and that the domestic enquiry does not prove 
the charges levelled against the petitioner and the domestic 
enquiry was conducted against the principles of natural 
justice and that the signature of the petitioner alone was 
said to the Handwriting expert for examination and other 
officers and staff who were present in the counter to 
discharge the duties in the absence of petitioner at the 
relevant time, their signatures were not sent to the 
Handwriting expert and this failure has vitiated the Enquiry 
proceedings in entirety and therefore the Handwriting 
expert report is not proper without comparing the signature 
of other staff members and the witnesses Thiru Jayaraman, 
Thiru Toppo, Thiru Mohanan Pillai, C. J. Daniel, have only 
identified the counterfoil and that the Appellate authority 
did not take into consideration the past record of 19 years 
of unblemished service of the petitioner and that the 
Appellate authority has passed order after 120 days, and 
that the appellate authority has not disposed of the appeal 
within 60 days from the date of receipt of appeal which is 
mandatory as per the First Bipartite Settlement and that the 
Appellate authority should have also given personal 
hearing within 30 days and the failure to observe the 
requirement of Bipartite Settlement has made order of 
dismissal as invalid and that the reinstatement of the 
petitioner must be ordered. 

27. The Learned Counsel for the Respondent/Bank 
urges that the Petitioner/Claimant was working as Cashier 
in the Guindy Branch of the Respondent/Bank and the 
claimant also used to attend the Extension Counter at the 
Officers Training School at St. Thomas Mount and that 
Thiru R. Jayaraman on 26-10-87 remitted an amount of 
Rs. 3,000 at the Officers Training School Extension Counter 
for the credit of his S. B. Account at Respondent/Bank’s 
branch at Kovilpatti and that the constituent Mr. R. 
Jayaraman made a complaint to the Respondent/Bank that 
We came to know that the amount of Rs. 3,000 was not 
credited at the Kovilpatti Branch of the Respondent/Bank 
as the same was not received and there were also other 
complaints regarding certain other remittances made at the 
OTS Extension counter and on looking into the complaints, 
it came to light that the counterfoils of the relevant 
remittance challans were initialled by the Claimant/Petitioner 
and he was the Cashier in the OTS Extension Counter on 
the particular dates when the remittances were made and 
therefore on 9-4-88 a charge sheet was issued to the 
claimant alleging misconduct in regard to the four 
transactions between 26-10-87 and 3-2-88 and the Claimant 
though he received the Cash and acknowledged the same 
in the Counterfoil of the remittance challan, he omitted to 


enter the transactions through the cash scroll, resulting in 
his failure to account for the same, in the books of the 
accounts of the Respondent/bank and misappropriated the 
amount and again on 4-11 -87 when the claimant/petitioner 
was serving as Cashier in the OTS Extension counter at 
St. Thomas Mount, he was in receipt of Rs. 1,800/- from Mr. 
Shubukaran along with the Corresponding voucher for 
affecting a mail transfer and for which the counterfoil was 
issued by the petitioner/claimant, but he intentionally 
omitted to enter the said transaction in the Cash scroll for 
the day resulting in his failure to account for Rs. 1,800 in 
the accounts book of the Respondent/Bank and 
misappropriated the same and for the two charge sheets 
9-4-88 and 14-5-88 the petitioner furnished his explanation 
on 16-4-88 and 23-5-88 and that the Respondent/bank sent 
to the disputed documents along with the specimen 
Handwriting of the Claimant/petitioner to the State Forensic 
Department and the Forensic State Department submitted 
his report opining that the Cashier Scfoll was in the 
handwriting of the Claimant/petitioner and that the initials 
in the vouchers were also that of the Claimant/petitioner 
and that in the domestic enquiry conducted, witnesses 
connected with the transaction and the Scientific Assistant 
of Forensic Department were examined and the Enquiry 
Officer submitted his finding on 16-9-89 and as against the 
orders of dismissal dt. 14-3-90, the petitioner filed an appeal 
and the same was dismissed on 26-9-90 and that the order 
of Dismissal was confirmed and that the petitioner was not 
entitled to have an assistance of a lawyer to defend him in 
the enquiry and that the delinquent employee was to be 
defended by a co-employee or by a representative of a 
registered Trade Union and that the petitioner defended 
himself and did not utilise the services of a co-employee or 
a Union representative and that the petitioner /claimant 
signed the relevant counterfoils for the non-accounted 
remittances and that the petitioner only maintained the 
scroll and the relevant dates and he acted as Cashier at the 
OTS Exteneion counter on 26-10-87, 4-11-87, 11-11-87, 
3-2-88 and 5-3-88 respectively and that the time limit 
prescribed for the disposal of the appeal is only directory 
and not mandatory and that the past record will have 
relevance only when the charges proved would not require 
the extreme punishment and the punishment of dismissal 
of the petitioner/claimant cannot be said to be 
disproportionate to the charges proved and that the 
conduct of the petitioner has impaired the confident of the 
respondent and hence pray for upholding the order of 
dismissal of the petitioner and consequently to reject the 
claim of the petitioner. 

28. In Writ Appeal No. 1508/04, the Hon’ble High 
Court on 10-4-07 has observed in Para 16 & 17 as follows: 

“It is true that P. W. 1 is an expert and he was examined 

in the presence of the second respondent. In other 

words, during the entire Chief examination, the 
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workman was very well present. In order to get 
clarification/details from any one, including a lawyer, 
the Enquiry Officer granted sufficient time and 
adjourned the enquiry. However, admittedly, even 
after providing sufficient time, the second 
respondent did not examine P. W. 1 .In the earlier 
part of our order,. We referred to the fact that the 
workman was permitted to have the assistance of 
any member of office bearer of a registered Trade 
Union. The fact remains, he failed to utilise the same. 

In these circumstances and in view of the factual 
details and also of the fact that he was granted 
adequate time to get assistance from any one, 
including his lawyer with regard to the evidence of 
P. W. 1 we are unable to accept the conclusion 
arrived at by the Tribunal as well as the leaned single 
Judge.” 

It is relevant to point out that out of 14 sittings, he 
participated in seven sittings. Even in the 14th sitting, 
the workman has admitted that had has gone through 
the proceedings recorded on 8-10-1988, 17-10-1988, 
31-10-1988,7-11-1988,16-11-1988 and 23-3-1989. It is 
also available from the enquiry proceedings that the 
Enquiry' Officer has informed the Second Respondent 
that if he so desires, he can very well bring his own 
handwriting expert as a reference witness. On going 
through the materials available in the enquiry 
proceedings and in view of the fact that the workman 
is not entitled assistance of a lawyer of his choice 
and also of the fact that in the enquiry he was 
’ afforded sufficient time to go through the evidence, 
particularly the evidence of P. W. 1, we are unable to 
agree with the conclusion of the Tribunal as well as 
the learned single judge. On the other hand, we are 
of the view that inspite of affording sufficient 
opportunity, the second respondent failed to utilise 
the same. 

Further the Hon’ble High Court in writ appeal No. 

1508/04 has inter alia held that, 

“There is no specific provision either in the Bye 
Laws, Criculars, Guidelines enabling the Workman 
to have the legal assistance and having participated 
on several sittings, the workman abandoned the 
enquiry after certain stage, and copies of documents 
were also either supplied or allowed to be perused 
by the workman and already adequate opportunity 
was given to him, and that it is an exceptional case 
and the Management/Bank is justified and in 
approaching this Court even against the order passed 
in a preliminary issue etc.” 

29. From the Hon’ble High Court’s order passed in 

Writ Appeal No. 1508/2004 did. 10-4-2007, it is evident that 


the petitioner/claimant was given the opportunity to have 
the assistance from anyone and he was also given the 
sufficient time to go through the evidence of P. W. 1 and 
the same was not availed of. 

30. Ex. W. 1 dtd. 1-6-1988 is the report of the Tamil 
Nadu Forensic Science Laboratory. In Ex. W. 1 Report, it is 
clearly mentioned that the person who wrote the Red 
enclosed initials, writings and signatures stamped and 
marked S. 1 to S.80 also wrote the red enclosed writings 
and initials similarly stamped and marked Q 1 to Q.6. In Ex. 
W. 1 report of the Forensic Science Laboratory, in the 
reasoning sheet it is mentioned that “S1 to S. 80 also wrote 
the writings and initials marked Q 1 to Q6 and that both the 
standard and questioned writings, initials and signatures 
have been freely and speedily written and agree 
cumulatively in the handwriting characteristics on an 
intesse copmarsion and the characteristic agreements 
include among other things the following : 

1 The manner of terminating the initials, letters 
y, *d\ *h\ T\ and figures ‘O’, ‘4’ 

2. This skill of writing 

3. The alignment between the letters in the initials 
and in the words ‘Three’, ‘Thousand . 

4. The location and manner of making ‘T\ 
crossing. 

5. The connection between the letters in the 
initials; in the word ‘only’ and figures 2 and. 
‘ 6 ’. 

6. In the detailed designs, such as the beginning 
and formation of loops and curves in the letters 
‘J\ ‘E’,‘MVh\ ‘r’,‘e\ ‘d’ and figures‘2’,‘8’, 
‘3’,‘4’. 

31. According to the learned counsel for the 
Petitioner, in Ex. W. 1 Forensic Science Laboratory Report 
dt. 1-6-1988 Thiru K. Ramachandran, Asstt. Chemical 
Examiner to Government and Assistant Director Forensic 
Science Department. Madras-4 and Thiru M. Kasi, Scientific 
Assistant Gr. I have signed and only Thiru M. Kasi, 
Scientific Assistant Gr. I was alone examined and the other 
individual Thiru K. Ramachandran Asstt. Chemical Examiner 
was not examined in the domestic enquiry and that the Ex. 
W. 1 Forensic Science Laboratory report of the Expert Dt. 
1-6-1988 is at best only recommendatory in nature and it 
should not be relied upon and the said report can only be 
used for a supportive evidence and the said report is not a 
conclusive one. In support of his contentions, the learned 
counsel for the petitioner relied on AIR 1973 Supreme Court 
2200 between Ram Narain Vs. State of Uttar Pradesh, 
wherein it is held that, 

“The opinion of a handwriting expert given in 
evidence is no less fallible than any other expert 
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opinion. But such opinion is worthy of acceptance if 
there is internal or external evidence relating to the 
writing in question supporting the expert’s view. The 
question in each case falls for determination on the 
court’s appreciation of evidence. AIR 1967 SC 1326 

Followed.” 

32. Thiru M. Kasi, Scientific Assistant Gr. I was 
examined as P. W. I in the domestic enquiry and that he has 
stated before the Enquiry Officer that the questioned 
documents are marked as Q1 to Q6 and admittedly genuine 
signatures, initials and writings are marked S. 1 to S80 and 
to a query whether the Forensic Science report was based 
on the original counterfoils marked as P. Ex.. 2 to P. Ex. 40. 
The answer of the P. W. 1 M. Kasi was yes. Astt. as matter 
of fact, PW1 Thiru M. Kasi, Scientific Asst. Gr. I was not 
cross-examined by the petitioner/claimant on 1 2-9- 1 988. 

33. On 19-9-1988 in the Fourth Sitting of the Domestic 
Enquiry the Petitioner/Claimant has stated that he is unable 
to cross-examine Mr. M. Kasi, P.W. 1 . Scientific Assistant, 
Gr. I of the Forensic Science Department. In the Fifth Sitting 
of the Domestic Enquiry dtd. 26-9-88, the Petitioner/ 
Claimant requested permission to engage a lawyer to 
complete the enquiry and the Enquiry Officer has stated 
that permission to engage a lawyer was refused and that 
the claimant was advised several time and that he was 
directed to participate in the enquiry without a lawyer and 
the Petitioner was permitted to engage anyone of the union 
representatives as his defence and that the enquiry was 
adjourned on 3-10-1988. In the Sixth Sitting of the Domestic 
Enquiry on 3-10-88, the Petitioner/claimant was not present 
and hence the enquiry as adjourned to 17-10-1988, and 
that the petitioner was advised by a letter dtd. 3-10-1988 to 
appear for the enquiry. For the Seventh Sitting on 17-10- 
1988, the Petitioner/Claimant did not turn up, though he 
acknowledged the receipt of the letter dt. 3-10-1988 and 
that the enquiry proceeded further and Thiru S.Jayaraman 
was examined as P. W. 2. P. W. 2 Thiru S. Jayaraman in the 
domestic enquiry has stated that he^ised to send money 
to the Kovilpatti State Bank and that on 26-10-87, he remitted 
Rs. 3,000 in the OTS Extension Counter and that he will 
identify the individual if that person is shown to him and 
that person who acted as Cashier on that day alone has 
given the receipt and that on enquiry at Kovilpatti Branch 
of the bank that he has not received the money he wrote a 
letter to the Guindy Branch Manager of the Bank and like 
him Thiru (I) C. J. Paul, (2) Mohanan Pillai (3) Subkaran 
(4)Toppo who remitted money complained that money was 
not received at the respective place of destination and 
they got back the money through the bank. 

34. Ex. W.2 to W.6 are the Counterfoils of theChallans 
Dt. 28- 10- 1987, 3-2- 1988,5-2-1988,4-11-1987 and 11-11-1987 

respectively. As far as the present case is concerned, this 
Tribunal is of the considered view that inspite of sufficient 


opportunity given to the petitioner/Claimant in the domestic 
enquiry to cross-examine P.W.l Thiru M. Kasi, Scientific 
Assistant Gr. I, the same was not made use of by the Petitioner/ 
Claimant and as such, the Ex. W. I Forensic Science Laboratory 
Expert report dt. 1-6-1988 is an unassailable one. Moreover, 
the non-examination of Thiru K. Ramakrishnan Asstt Chemical 
Examiner to Government, who signed in the Ex. W. 1. report is 
not fatal to the case on hand. 

35. It is represented on behalf of the Petitioner/ 
Claimant that inEx. W. 2 to W. 6 Counterfoils viz. Q. 1 to 
Q. 6 only initials are seen and they are not the signatures of 
the Petitioner /Claimant as Cashier, at this juncture, it is to 
be pointed out that admittedly genuine signatures, initals 
and writting were marked as S. 1 to S. 80 and the questioned 
documents were marked as Q.l to Q.6 as spoken to by P. 
W. 1 Mr. M. Kasi, Scientific Asstt. Gr. I when Ex. W. 1 
Forensic Science Laboratory Expert report dtd. 1-6-88 
speaks of the person who wrote the Red enclosed initials, 
writings and signatures stamped and marked S. I to S. 80 
also wrote the Red enclosed writings and initials similarly 
stamped and marked Q. 1 to Q 6, it is futile to contend 
otherwise, when that too P. W. 1 Mr. M. Kasi, Scientific 
Asstt. Grade I was not corss-examine by the Petitioner/ 
Claimant and therefore, the conention of the Petitioner/ 
Claimant in this regard is not accepted by this Tribunal. 

36. Ex. W. 73 is the Charge Sheet dtd. 9-4-88 given to 
die Petitioner/Claimant alleging acts of misappropriations, 
involving the Respondent/bank in serious loss, which are 
prejudicial to the interest of the bank. In Ex. W. 73 dt. 9-4-88 
the allegations made against the Petitioner/Claimant are— 

1. That on 26-10-1987, he received a sum of Rs. 3,000 on 
behalf of the bank from Shn R . Jayaraman, Defence 
Personnel, attached to Officer’s Training School, along 
with the relative voucher, for effecting a Mail Transfer 
to Kovilpatti Branch of the bank, for credit of his 
Savings Bank Account No. 46/8973 and issued the 
Counterfoil immediately, and intentionally omitted 
to put this transaction through his Cash Scroll on 
that day and thus failed to account for the sum of 
Rs. 3,000 to the Bank and misappropriated the same. 

2. On 11 -11 -1987, that he received a sum of Rs. 700 
on behalf of the bank from Sub U Toppo, APTC, 
Officers Training School, Madras-37, along with the 
relative voucher for effecting a mail transfer to 
Jehangirabad branch and issued the Counterfoil 
immediately and intentionally omitted to put the 
transaction through his cash Scroll on that day and 
thus failed to account for the sum of Rs. 700 to the 
bank and misappropriated the amount. 

3. On 3-2-88, that he received a sum of Rs. 500 on 
behalf of the bank from Sri. B. Mohananpillai, Ground 
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Superintendent, Estt. Section, Officers Training 

School, Madras-37 along with the relative voucher 

for effecting a mail transfer to the Bank’s Quilan 

Branch and issued the Counterfoil immediately and 

intentionally omitted to put this transaction through 

his cash scroll on that day and thus failed to account 

for the sum of Rs. 500 to the bank and misappropriate 
* 

the amount. 

4. That on 5-2-88, he received a sum of Rs. 400/- on 
behalf of the bank, along with relative Voucher from 
Sri C. J. Paul, G. D. Goy, Officers Training School, 
Madras-37 for effecting a mail transfer to the Bank’s 
Tiruchur branch and issued the Counterfoil 
immediately and he intentionally omitted to put the 
transaction through his cash scrool on that day and 
thus failed to account for the sum of Rs. 400/- to the 
bank and misappropriated the amount. 

In the Explanation Ex. W. 74 dt. 16-4-1988 the Petitioner/ 
Claimant has interalia stated that when he perused the relative 
challan, he found that they did not bear his initials and that 
he was not aware as to how the incidents cited had 
happended. It is significant to point out that Ex. 74 explanation 
dt. 16-4-88, submitted by the Petitiioner/Claimant he has 
stated that he was appointed as a Messenger in the year 
1971 and he appeared of the Promotional test in 1982 and 
came out successful and then he was posted as a Cashier at 
Guindy Branch where he was discharging his duties 
deligently and sincerely. Ex. W. 75 is the Charge sheet dt. 
14-5-88 issued by the Respondent/bank to the Petitioner/ 
Claimant alleging that on 4-11-1987 while the petitioner was 
working as Cashier dtd. OTS Extention Counter of the 
Respondent/Bank attached to Guindy Branch, he received a 
sum of Rs. 1,800/- on be half of the bank from Sri Shubkaran 
G. D. Goy, OTA, Madras-37, along with the relative voucher 
for effecting a mail transfer and issued the Counterfoil 
immediately that he intentionally omitted to put the 
transaction through his Cash Scroll on that day and thus 
failed to Account for the sum of Rs. 1,800/- to the bank and 
misappropriated the same etc. 

37. Ex M. 1 Xerox copy ofcomplaint from Mr. Jayaram 
which was received by the Respondent/Bank, Guindy 
Branch on 21-12-1987. In the said letter of complaint, the 
constituent of the bank Thiru Jayaraman has Stated that he 
remitted Rs. 3,000/- in SBI, Guindy OTS Extention Counter 
Branch on 26-10-1987 and that the same was not received 
at the Kovilpatti branch of the respondent bank and 
requested the Branch Manager, to look into the matter. Ex. 
M. 2 is the suspense account Debit Voucher for Rs. 1800 
dt. 20-5-1988. By Ex. M2, the Respondent/Bank has 
refuneded the sum of Rs. 1800/- which sum was earlier 
remitted by Shubkaran. Ex. W66 is the letter dt. 
9-5-88 of Shubkaran addressed to the Respondent/Bank, 
Guindy branch OTA Extention Counter, Madras-37 wherein 


it is stated that he deposited a sum of Rs. 1800/- on 4-11-87 
for sending a mail transfer to SBI, Damtel to credit in this 
Account No. 20248 and on enquiry, he was informed that 
the M. T. for Rs. 1800/- was not yet received by the bankers 
and the amount was not credited by the bankers in his 
account and requested for the amount to be paid to him at 
the earliest. In Ex. W66 xerox copy of Complain of 
Mr. Shubkaran dt. 9-5-88, it is seen that there is an 
endorsement that ‘no entry in OTS Scroll for Rs. 1800 Ex. 
W 65 is the Xerox copy of Respondent Bank’s Guindy 
Branch Debit OTS Cash balance account dt. 26-10-87 for 
Rs. 50000 only. Ex. W53 is the Complaint dt. 21-3-88 received 
from Sub U. Toppo, APTC Officers Training Academy 
Madras-37 addressed to the Manager, State Bank of India, 
Guindy branch, Chennai, wherein it is mentioned that he 
depostied Rs. 700 in the Respondent/Bank for M.T. in 
favour of Account No. 48/72-NC1178 Mrs. Philomena 
Toppo SBI, Jehangrabad, Bhopal on 11, November 1987 
and that it is not a matter of regret that this particular amount 
was not credited so far in the above mentioned account 
etc. Ex. W 63 is the Bank’s cheque dt. 21-4-88 issued in 
favour of U. Toppo for Rs. 700 Ex. W64 is the Banker’s 
cheque issued by the Respondent/Bank in favour of Mr. 
Shubkaran for Rs. 1800 dt. 20-5-1988. 

38. Ex. W 52 is the letter of Mr. C. J. Paul dated 
11-3-88 addressed to the Guindy branch of the Respondent 
Bank, wherein it is mentioned that a sum of Rs. 400/- 
remitted on 5-2-1988 by Mail Transfer through OTS 
Extension Counter to Tiruchur branch for credit of S. B. 
Account No. 038/8677 has not reached the constituent’s 
mother Mrs. C. C. Thandamma. Ex. W 50 is the Banker’s 
Cheque dt. 14-3-88 in favour of Mr. C. J. Paul, for Rs. 400 
issued by the Respondent/ Bank. Ex. W 51 is the letter of 
Mr. B. Mohananpillai dt. 24-2-88 addressed to the Manager 
of the Respondent/bank (OTA Extension counter), Madras- 
37 wherein it is mentioned that a sum of Rs. SOOsent in Mail 
Transfer to the State Bank of India, Quilan Main branch 
A/c No. 36481/821 name B. Unnikrishnan on 3-2-1988 
through State Bank of India, OTA Extention counter and 
till 19-2-88 the money was not credited into the above said 
account. Ex. W 49 is the Telegraphic transfer application in 
favour of Mr. B. Unnikrishnan dt. 14-3-88 issued by the 
State Bank of India, Guindy branch, wherein it is mentioned 
that Rs. 500 was remitted on 3-2-1988 at OTA extention 
counter by B. Mohanan Pillai, now sent to beneficary by T. 
T. Ex. W 48 is the banker’s cheque dt. 14-3-88 issued in 
favour of Mr. R. Jayaraman for Rs. 3000/- by the State Bank 
of India, Guindy branch, Madras. Ex. W 27 to W 39 are 
Cashier’s Receipt Scroll xerox copies dated 1-8-87,10-8-87, 
10-8-87,13-8-87,13-8-87,14-8-87,14-8-87,14-8-87,21-8-87, 
27-8-87,17-12-87 and 17-12-87 respectively. Ex. W54 is the 
Cashier’s payment scroll page 19 is dated 6-1 1-1987. 
Likewise, Ex. W 54 to W 64 are the Cashier’s payment Scroll 
relating to P. 19, P. 21, P. 22, P, 23, P. 27, P. 29, P. 31, P. 33, 
P. 15 on different dates ranging from 6-11 -87. 
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39. The learned Counsel for the Petitioner submits 
that enquiry report is a document and that the Enquiry 
Officer in his report should indicate the conclusions exactly 
and also to spell out the reasons for coming to the said 
conclusion and in support of his contentions placed reliance 
on the decision 1964 S. C. R. 506 between Khardah Co. Ltd. 
V. Their Workmen, wherein it is held as follows: 

“It is the duty of the enquiry officer in and industrial 
enquiry to record clearly and precisely his 
conclusions and to indicate briefly the reasons 
therefore so that the Industiral Tribunal can judge 
whether they are basically erroneous or perverse.” 

40. The Learned Counsel for the Petitioner drew the 
attention of this Tribunal to the Decision 19691S. C. R 735, 
Central Bank of India Ltd. New Delhi V. Shri Prakash Chand 
Jain, wherein it is observed as follows : 

“ A domestic tribunal though not bound by the 
technical rules about evidence contained in the the Indian 
Evience Act cannot ignore substantive rules wihich would 
form part of principles of natural justice. The principle that 
a fact sought to be proved must be supported by statements 
made in the presence of the person against whom the 
enquiry is held and that statements made behind the back 
of the person charged are not to be treated as substantive 
evidence, is one of such basic principles which a domestic 
tribunal cannot disregard. The previous statement of a 
witness is not substantive evidence unless affirmed as 
truthful by the witness when actually examined in the 
presence of the workman charged. A finding by the 
domestic tribunal based not on substantive evidence but 
on heresay, is perverse, because heresay is not legal 
evidence. (743 C-E, 745 G-H)” 

41. The learned counsel, for the Respondent/bank 
urges that in Domestic enquiry, the nature of evidence 
required is one of preponderance of probabilities and in 
support of his contention, reliance was placed on the decision 
(2005) 3 SCC 241 @ 253, Cholan Roadways Ltd. Versus G, 
Thirunansambandam, wherein it is held as follows: 

It is now well settled that a quasi-judicial authority 
must pose unto itself a correct question so as to 
arrive at a correct finding of fact. A wrong question 
posed leads to a wrong answer. In this case, 
furthermore, the misdirection in law committed by 
the Industrial Tribunal was apparent insofar as it did 
no apply the priciple of resips loquitur which was 
relevant for the purpose of this case and, thus, failed 
to take into consideration a relevant factor and 
furthermore took into consideration an irrelevant fact 
not germance for determining the issue, namely, that 
the passengers of the bus were mandatorily required 
to be examined. The Industrial Tribunal further failed 
required to apply the correct standard of proof in 
relation to a domestic enquiry, which is 
‘preponderance of probability’ and applied the 


standard of proof required for a criminal trial. A case 
for judicial review was, thus clearly made-out.” 

42, In the case on hand, the constituent Mr. 
Shubkaran was not examined as witness in the domestic 
enquiry. According to the learned counsel for the 
Respondent/bank, the bank need not examine its customer 
to prove the charges and cited the decisions (2000) (2) LLJ 
1373 State Bank of India and Tarun Kumar Banerjee and 
others, wherein it is observed as follows : 

“The circumstances like non-examination of a 
customer of the Bank or non-production of an alleged 
confessional statement, on which the Tribunal placed 
reliance were irrelevant, the Supreme Court added.” 

43. It is represented on behalf of the Respondent/ 
bank that the burden of proof rests on the Petitioner/ 
delinquent based on the explanation/stand taken by him 
and in this regard the Respondent/bank relied on the 
decision AIR 1997 (SC) 2274 Orissa Mining Corporation 
and another, V. Ananda Chandra Prusty, where it is held as 
follows: 

“In a disciplinary or a departmental inquiry, the 
question of burden of proof depends upon the nature 
of charges and the nature of explanation put forward 
by the delinquent officer. In this sense, the learned 
counsel for the appellant may be justified in 
complaining that the standard of proof stipulated by 
the High Court in this case sounds in appropriate to 
a disciplinary inquiry. At the same time we must say 
that certain observations made by the enquiry officer 
in his report do lend themselves to the criticism 
offered by the High Court. 

On a consideration of the totality of the facts and 
circumstancses of the case including the nature of 
charges we are not inclined to interfere in the matter. 
The position with respect to burden of proof is as 
clarified by us hereinabove viz., that there is no such 
thing as an absolute burden of proof, always lying 
upon the department in a disciplinary inquiry. The 
burden of proof depends upon the nature of 
explanation and the nature of charges. In a given 
case the burden may be shifed to the delinquent 
officer, depending upon his explanation. For example 
take the first charge in this case. The charge was that 
he made certain false noting on account of which 
loans were disbursed to certain ineligible persons. 
The respondent’s case was that those notings were 
based upon certain documents produced and certain 
records maintained by other employees in the office. 

In such a situation it is for the respondent to establish 
his case. The department is not expected to examine 
those other employees in the office to show that 
their acts or records could not have formed the basis 
of wrong notings made by the respondent.” 
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44. The learned Counsel for the Respondent/Bank 
invited the attention of this Tribunal to the decision 2005 
(3) SCC p. 254, Divisional Controller, KSRTC (NWKRTC) 
Vs. A.T. Mane, wherein it is observed as follows : 


46. The learned Counsel for the Respondent/Bank 
cited the decision 1999 (2) LI J 194, Management of Catholic 
Syrian Bank Ltd. and Industrial Tribunal, Madras-104 and 
another, wherein it is held as follows : 


“Labour Law—Penalty/Punishment—Misappro¬ 
priation of funds by delinquent employee— 
Punishment that may be awarded—Factors to be 
considered—Loss of confidence as the primary 
factor and not the amount of money 
misappropriated—Scope of Judicial review— 
Sympathy or generosity as a factor— 
Impermissibility—Held, when an employee is 
found guilty of misappropriating a corporation’s 
funds, there is nothing wrong in the corporation 
losing confidence or faith in such an employee 
and awarding punishment of dismissal—In such 
cases there is no place for generosity or misplaced 
sympathy on the part of the judicial forums and 
interfering therefor with the quantum of 
punishment—Service Law—Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947—S.l 1.” 

45. The learned Counsel for the Respondent/Bank 
submits that the petitioner/claimant as Cashier was holding 
the position of Trust where honesty and integrity are the 
elementary requirements of functioning and in as much as 
the petitioner/employee has committed serious misconduct 
he should be dealt with firmly and sympathy should not be 
shown to him. In support of his aforesaid contention, the 
learned Respondent/Bank’s Counsel relied on 2007 
LLR. I State Bank of India and others V s. Ramesh Dinkar 
Punde, wherein it is held as follows : 

“Dismissal—From service after holding enquiry— 
Respondent, bank—Officer, was a party to the 
fraud—He has failed to apply the material 
information to protect the interests of the bank— 
Respondent challenged his dismissal by filing a 
Writ petition—On a reappraisal of the evidence. 
The High Court set aside the orders of the 
disciplinary authority and the appellate 
authority—SLP filed by the bank—Accepted by 
the Apex Court—It was impermissible for the High 
Court to re-appreciate the evidence considered 
by the enquiry officer, disciplinary authority and 
the appellate authority—The findings of the High 
Court ran to the teeth of the evidence on record— 
Officer of the bank holding position of trust 
deserved no leniency in punishment—Active 
connivance of the respondent was dear in the 
issue of term deposit receipts to individuals 
against funds received from Trust and in providing 
overdraft facilities to the individuals—Not only 
on law but on facts also the High Court erred by 
interfering with the dismissal of the respondent 
from service—State Bank of India Officers Service 
Rules, Rule 32(4).” 


“Industrial Disputes Act, 1947—Sec. 11-A- 
Powers of Industrial Tribunal to interfere with 
quantum of punishment—Clerk in Bank dismissed 
from service on proved misconduct of crediting 
his account with money that should have been 
credited to account customer and withdrawing 
such money and utilising for himself—Industrial 
Tribunal directing reinstatement of employee with 
continuity in service and 50% of back wages 
because punishment was harsh and 
m’^proportionate to gravity of proved misconduct 
finding that employee committed fraud on 
customer was established in Domestic Enquiry 
and same was not questioned before Industrial 
Tribunal Confidence of customer is paramount 
for success of Banking business—Continuing in 
employment a person who committed fraud on 
customers would be prejudicial to interest of 
Bank-Industrial Tribunal is Judicial Forum who 
records conclusions based on findings and 
available relevant materials-Discretion vested in 
Tribunal to interfere with quantum of Punishment 
should be properly exercised by discharging its 
functions judicially—Discretionary power does 
not mean Licence to direct re-instatement even 
where it is not warranted and to set aside Order of 
Dismissal when records do not warrant such 
setting aside of Order of Dismissal—Industrial 
Tribunal cannot interfere with quantum of 
punishment if proved misconduct is grave in 
nature warranting dismissal from service 
discretionary powers to interfere with quantum 
of punishment can be exercised only when it is 
established that proved charges and penalty 
imposed are not proportionate to each other after 
considering all aspects—Failure to consider past 
conduct by itself is not sufficient to hold Order of 
Dismissal as not warranted where proved 
misconduct is grave—employee cannot claim right 
to commit fraud during course of employment— 
Employee should maintain such ethical standards 
embodied in Rules and Regulations—Ethical 
standards cannnot be abandoned on plea that 
justice should be rendered with mere employee 
should maintain minimum standard of integrity— 
Award of reinstatement and back wages to 
Workman who did not maintain minimum standard 
of integrity would amount to rewarding fraudulent 
and dishonest conduct and would be knocking at 
integrity and honesty of majority of workmen— 
Order of Dismissal cannot be invalidated on 
ground of sympathy where such sympathy would 
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be misplaced because of proved grave 
misconduct of fraud committed by employee.” 

47. The Respondent’s Counsel placed reliance on 
the decision 2004(2) LI J 423, Francis Vincent Neelankovil, 
Trichur and Industrial Tribunal, Madras and another, 
wherein it is observed as follows : 

“The High Court observed the appellent’s 
misconduct could not be treated as a case of mere 
temporary misappropriation. He firstly made a 
false document and on that basis made a false 
representation to the bank’s customer, chelated 
him, and in the process made unlawful gain of 
Rs. 500 to himself and on the top of it had falsely 
claimed that he had returned the money even 
before the enquiry began. 

. . . The Tribunal’s award was a unique piece of 
thinking the High Court said, and was rightly 
interlered with by the single judge. 

... In conclusion the High Court said here the 
appellant was working as a bank clerk holding a 
position of’trust’ he not only abused that position 
but went on to drive nails to his coffin by making 
one false representation after another.” 

48. The Counsel for the Respondent/Bank relied on 
the decision 2000 (2) LU p. 1395 Janatha Bazaar South 
Central Co-operative Wholesale Stores Ltd., & Others. 
And Secretary Sahakari Noukarara Sangha & Others, 
wherein it is held as follows : 

“The Supreme Court observed that the finding of 
the Labour Court, confirmed by the Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, was that the charges 
against the four workmen (employees) for the 
breach ol trust and misappropriation of funds 
entrusted to them had been established. After 
giving the said finding, the Labour Court (as well 
as the High Court) materially erred in (a) setting 
aside the order of the (appellant) Management 
which removed them from service and in (b) 
directing their reinstatement with 25% back 
wages. Once act ol misappropriation was proved, 
there was no question of showing uncalled for 
sympathy to the workmen or of considering their 
past (unblemished record).” 

49. The Learned Counsel for the Respondent/Bank 
cited the decision (2003) 3 Supreme Court Cases 605, 
Regional Manager, U.P. SRTC, Etawah, and Others, Vs. 
Hoti Lai and Another, wherein it is observed as 
follows: 

“Service Law— Misconduct—Penalty/ 
Punishment — Scope of judicial review of- 'lest 
of proportionality—Held, is very limited and 
restricted to exceptional cases —The Court must 
give reasons for holding the punishment to be 


not commensurate with charges—A mere 
statement that the punishment was 
disproportionate, would not suffice—Not only 
the amount involved, but the mental set-up, the 
type of duty and similar relevant circumstances 
have to be taken into consideration to decide, the 
proportionality of the punishment—If the charged 
employee holds a position of trust where honesty 
and integrity are inbuilt requirements of 
functioning, held, the matter should be dealt with 
iron hands and not leniently—Hence, termination 
of the service of a bus conductor for carrying 
ticketless passengers in the SRTC bus, upheld— 
That such misconduct had caused to the State 
only a loss of Rs. 16, inconsequential.” 

50. Tj^e Respondent/Bank’s Counsel drew the 
attention of this Tribunal to the decision (2006) I Supreme 
Court Cases 63 Karnataka Bank Ltd., Vs. A. L. Mohan Rao, 
wherein it is held as follows : 

“Labour Law—Penalty/Punishment— 

Proportionality—Scope of judicial review— 
Sympathy as a factor—Fictitious loan— 
Respondent charged with gross misconduct of 
colluding with a Branch Manager in grant of—In 
enquiry, respondent admitting that he did all the 
acts necessary for grant ol said loan, knowing 
that he had no authority to do any of the acts; 
and being dismissed on being found guilty— 
Labour Courl/Tribunal dismissing claim of 
respondent—However, Single Judge of*High 
Court allowing Writ petition and ordering 
reinstatement even though it found that 
misconduct proved on sympathetic grounds— 
Impermissibility—Held, a gross misconduct of this 
nature does merit dismissal- -It cannot be seen 
what other type of misconduct would merit 
dismissal---It is not for courts to interfere in cases 
ol gross misconduct of this nature with decision 
ol disciplinary authority, on any mistaken notion 
of sympathy, so long as inquiry has been fair and 
proper, and misconduct proved—In such matters 
it is for disciplinary authority to decide what is 
the fit punishment.” 

51. It is to be pointed out that to judge the validity 
of any Administrative Order or Statutory Discretion, or the 
Wednesbury Test is to be applied to find out if the decision 
was illegal or suffered from procedural improprieties or was 
one which no sensible decision make her could, on the 
material before him and within the frame-work of the Law 
have arrived at and that the Court could consider whether 
the relevant matters were not taken into account or whether 
irrelevant matters had been taken into account or whether 
the action was not bona fide, besides considering whether 
the decision was absurd or perverse and the Court would 
not however, go into correctness of the decision made by 
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the Administrator among the various options open to him 
nor could the Court substitute its decision to that of the 
administrator. 

52. At this juncture, it is quite apt to cite the decision 
19961LU p.1231 (a) p. 1235 between B.C. Chaturvedi and 
Union of India & Ors, wherein it is observed as follows : 

“Judicial review is not an appeal from a decision 
but a review of the manner in which the decision 
is made. Power of Judicial review is meant to 
ensure that the individual receives fair treatment 
and not to ensure that the conclusion which the 
authority reaches is necessarily correct in the eye 
of the Court. When an enquiry is conducted on 
charges of a misconduct by a public servant, the 
Court/Tribunal is concerned to determine whether 
the inquiry was held by a Competent Officer or 
whether rules of natural justice are complied with. 
Whether the findings or conclusions are based 
on some evidence, the authority entrusted with 
the power to hold inquiry has jurisdiction, power 
and authority to reach a finding of fact or 
conclusion. But that finding must be based on 
some evidence. Neither the technical rules of 
Evidence Act nor of proof fact or evidence as 
defined therein, apply to disciplinary proceeding. 
Then the authority accepts that evidence and 
conclusion receives support there from the 
disciplinary authority is entitled to hold that the 
delinquent officer is guilty of the charge. The 
Court/Tribunal in its power of judicial review does 
not act as appellate authority to reappreciate the 
evidence and to arrive at its own independent 
findings on the evidence. The Court/Tribunal may 
interfere where the authority hold the proceedings 
against the delinquent officer in a manner 
inconsistent with the rules of natural justice or in 
violation of statutory rules prescribing the mode 
of enquiry where the conclusion or finding 
reached by the disciplinary authority is based on 
no evidence. If the conclusion or finding be such 
as no reasonable person would have ever 
reached, the Court/Tribunal may interfere with the 
conclusion of the finding and mould the relief so 
as to make it appropriate to the facts of each ease.” 

53. Admittedly, the disciplinary authority is the sole 
judge of facts, where appeal is presented, the appellate 
authority has Co-extensjve power, to reappreciate the 
evidence or the quantum of punishment. In a disciplinary 
inquiry the strict proof of legal evidence are not relevant 
and adequacy of evidence or reliability of evidence, cannot 
be permitted to be raised before the Tribunal, in the 
considered opinion of this Tribunal. 

54. In 1964 II LU p. 150 @ 154 State of Andhra 
Pradesh and others and Sri Rama Rao (s), it is held as 
follows: 


“There is no warrant for the view expressed by the 
High Court that in considering whether a public Officer is 
guilty of the misconduct charged against him, the rule 
followed in criminal trials that an offence is not established 
unless proved by evidence beyond reasonable doubt to 
the satisfaction of the Court, must be applied, and if that 
rule be not applied, the High Court in a petition under Art. 
226 of the Constitution is competent to declare the order of 
the authorities holdings a departmental enquiry invalid. 
The High Court is not constituted in a proceeding under 
Art. 226 of the Constitution a Court of appeal over the 
decision of the authorities holding a departmental enquiry 
against a public servant; it is concerned to determine 
whether the enquiry is held by an authority competent in 
that behalf, and according to the procedure prescribed in 
that behalf, and whether the rules of natural justice are not 
violated. Where there is some evidence, which the authority 
entrusted with the duty to hold the enquiry has accepted 
and whieh evidence may reasonably support the 
conclusion that the deliquent officer is guilty of the charge, 
it is not the function of the High Court in a petition nor a 
writ under Art. 226 to review the evidence and to arrive at 
an independent finding on the evidence. The High Court 
may undoubtedly interfere where the departmental 
authorities have held the proceedings against the 
delinquent in a manner inconsistent with the rules of natural 
justice or in violation of the statutory rules prescribing the 
mode of enquiry or where the authorities have disabled 
themselves from reaching fair decision by some 
considerations extraneous to the evidence and the merits 
of the ease or by allowing themselves to be influenced by 
irrelevant considerations or where the conclusion on the 
very face of it is so wholly arbitrary and capricious that no 
reasonable, person could ever have arrived at that 
conclusion, or on similar grounds. But the departmental 
authorities are, if the enquiry is otherwise properly held, 
the sole judges of facts and if there be some legal evidence 
on which their findings can be based, the adequacy or 
reliability of that evidence is not a matter which can be 
permitted to be canvassed before the High Court in a 
proceeding for a writ under Art. 226 of the Constitution”. 

55. As a matter of fact, it is a well settled principle 
that even though judicial review of administrative action 
should remain flexible and its dimensions is not closed, yet 
it must be borne in mind that the Judicial Review is directed 
is not against the decision, but is confined to the 
examination of the decision-making process, of course, 
irrationality and perversity re-recognised grounds of judicial 
review, in the considered opinion of this Tribunal. 

56. It cannot be gain said that the opinion of a 
handwriting expert is not conclusive, still it cannot be 
brushed aside so lightly. The Tribunal ean form its opinion 
in respect of the disputed handwriting either on the opinion 
of handwriting expert or on the opinion of the person 
acquainted with the handwriting. For confirming an opinion, 
the opinion of an individual specially skilled to identify the 
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handwriting may be obtained, opinion of a specially skilled 
individual having scientific knowledge could be accepted. 

In general, an Expert may give evidence in Chief as 
to the grounds on which he has reached his opinion and it 
may be said that without the grounds, the opinion is 
valueless (Phipson, 12th Ed. SS 1207 Ed. SS 1207 & 1266). 

57. When the handwriting expert given his opinion 
the Court must see for itself and with the assistance of 
expert come to his own conclusion whether the tw o writings 
are of the same persons as per decision AIR 1984 NOC 77 
All. Ramprasad Vs. Shyamlal. 

58. Generally, the characteristics of handwriting of 
an individual should have been taken into consideration 
and such characterstics cannot be determined with the aid 
of admitted signatures. 

59. It is significant to point out that Lord Hal tom in 
Chief Constable of the North Wales Police Vs. Evan, 1932(3) 
ALL. ER has observe as follows : 

“The purpose of Judicial Review is to ensure that 
the individual receives fair treatment, and not to 
ensure that authority, after according to fair 
treatment, reaches, on a matter which it is 
authorised by law to decide for itself, a conclusion 
w hich is correct in the eyes of the Court.” 

In Govt, of I amil Nadu and another Vs. Rajapanidian 
1995 (l) LLJ p. 953 (q) 954, it is held that 

“Administrative Tribunal cannot reappreciate the 
findings recorded before the Inquiry Authority 
and reach different conclusions on its own 
evaluation of evidence. The Administrative 
Tribunal does not sit as Appellate Authority over 
the findings of Inquiry Authority.” 

60. In 1972 I LLJ p. 1 @ p. 6 between Union of India 
and Sardar Bahadur, wherein it is observied that 

“ a disciplinary' proceedings is not a Criminal trial. 
The standard of proof required is that of 
preponderance of probability and not proof beyond 
reasonable doubt. If the inference that Nandakumar 
was a person likely to have official dealings, with the 
respondent was on which reasonable person would 
draw from the proved facts of the cases, the High 
Court cannot sit as Court of Appeal over a decision 
based on it. Where there are some relevant materials 
which the authority has accepted the conclusions 
that the olliccr is guilty, it is not the function of the 
High Court, exercising its jurisdiction under Article 
226 to review the materials and to arrive at an 
independent finding on the materials. If the enquiry 
has been properly held the question of adequacy or 
reliability of evidence cannot be canvassed before 
the High Court”. 

61. It is to be borne in mind that the principles of 


natural justice do not supplant the law but supplement it. 
As a matter of fact, the authority must act in good faith and 
not arbitrarily but reasonably as per decision AIR 1979 SC 
1302 Mahabir Prasad V. State. 

At this juncture, this Tribunal opines that no one is 
bound to attend an enquiry against himself and therefore, 
an employer cannot compel an employee to attend an 
enquiry and if an employee does not attend the enquiry, 
then it can be held ‘Exparte’. 

62. It cannot be again said that no rigid procedure is 
prescribed to conduct an enquiry. Yet some minimum 
standards of procedure which are recorded as rules of 
Natural Justice has to be followed as per decision 1968 II 
LLJ p.94 between Palani (K) V. S. F.Vellore Electricity 
System. 

63. In order to come to a conclusion in regard to 
whom the legal burden rests in addition to substantive 
law, the pleading of the parties along with the documents 
that are produced and the admission if any pertaining to 
such documents wall have to be taken into account as per 
decision AIR1976 Del. 70/M/s Surajbhan Kaitash Chand V. 
Hari Shankar Vashist. 

64. Each circumstances relied upon by the 
prosecution must be established by cogent, reliable and 
succint evidence, the circumstances must be of an 
incriminating character. All the proved circumstances 
should provide a complete chain, no link of which should 
be missing and they must unequivocally point to the quilt 
of the delinquent and exclude any hypothesis consistent 
with his innocence as per decision (1980) ISCC 530 Pahalye 
Morya Valvi Vs. State of Maharashtra. 

65. It is well established principle that when the 
opposite party declines to avail himself of the opportunity 
to part his essential and material case in crossrexamination, 
it must follow that he believes that the testimony given 
could not be disputed at all and this is the rule of Essentia! 
Justice. 

66. As a matter of fact, in domestic enquiry, guilt 
need, not be established beyond reasonable doubt, proof 
or his conduct may be sufficient as per decision J.D, Jain V. 
State Bank of India 1932 LLR p.8(9) Sc. 

67. It is relevant to point out that in the definition of 
‘dishonestly’ the intention to cause wrongful gain or loss is 
an essential ingredient. Under Section 23 of I.P.C. an individual 
is said to gain wrongfully, when he retains wrongfully. To 
do any act ‘dishonestly’ is a grave misconduct on the part 
of an employee holding responsible position. The term 
‘Misconduct’ is an act which is inconsistent with the 
fulfilment of express or implied conditions of service, in the 
considered opinion of this Tribunal. 

68. This term wrongful gain is the gain by unlawful 
means of property to which the-person gaining is not legally 
entitled. 
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69. The ‘wrongful loss’ is the loss by unlawful means 
of property to which the person losing is legally entitled. 
As a matter of fact, a misconduct affects morality under 
which it includes dishonesty, theft, or fraud, disloyalty , 
damage to property or reputation of the Employer/ 
Company, in the considered opinion of this Tribunal. 

70. For commiting any fraudulent act one has to be 
dishonest but for being dishonest, there may not be any 
need to become a fraud. Acts of dishonesty or fraud 
constitute misconduct of grave nature. 

71. According to the Learned Counsel for the 
petitioner the Petitioner/ Claimant was on duty at the 
relevant point of time but that will not make the Petitioner/ 
Claimant liable for the charges levelled against him and 
that none of the witnesses have identified the petitioner/ 
claimant, in the domestic enquiry. 

72. It is represented on behalf of the petitioner, 
claimant that P. W. 2 Thiru R. Jayaram in the domestic enquiry 
has stated that he remitted the money to the person who 
acted a Cashier on that day and that the said person gave 
him the receipt. As a matter of fact, P.W. 2 Thiru R. Jayaram 
has stated that he will identify the person if he is shown to 
him. P.W. 2 Thirb R. Jayaram in the domestic enquiry has 
also stated that he remitted Rs.3,000 on 26-10-1987 at the 
OTS Extension counter for which he was given the receipt. 
It is to be pointed out that the sum of Rs. 3000 remitted by 
P.W. 2 Thiru R. Jayaram was not given credit to his account 
at the Kovilpatti branch and when he enquired about the 
same at the Kovilpatti Bank branch he came to know about 
the same. 

73. P.W. 6 Thiru J. Damodaran, Officer of the bank, 
before the Enquiry Officer in the domestic enquiry has 
stated that the petitioner/claimant was deputed to the OTS 
Extension Counter to work as Cashier and he has identified 
the signature on the reverse of debit vouchers on account 
of OTS Cash balance account of Guindy Branch to that of 
Thiru K. Ibrahim, Cashier. P.W. 6 Thiru J. Damodaran, Officer 
of the bank has stated that the letter dt. 9-5-88 was signed 
by Thiru Shubkaran and that he remitted Rs. 1,800/- and in 
the Counterfoil the date is mentioned as 4-11-87 and that 
the letter dt. 11-3-88 was signed by Thiru C. J. Paul and in 
the Counterfoil dt. 5-2-88 the applicant’s name is Thiru 
C. J. Paul and that the Counterfoil contains the cash receipts 
stamped of OTS Extension Counter, signature of the Cashier 
Thiru K. Ibrahim and that the individuals Thiru Shubkaran 
and C.J. Paul wrote letters to the bank since the money 
remitted by them were not properly accounted for. 

74. It is the case of the Petitioner/claimant that he 
used to take lunch between 1.30 P.M. and 2.00 P.M. and 
during that time Thiru J. Damodaran (Official) used to take 
care of his counter which will be opened and that the 
Claimant will hand over the keys of his counter to Thiru J. 
Domodran before going for lunch every time, and that after 
lunch the Claiment/Petitioner used to carry on his work at 


the Counter without taking over. P.W. 6 Thiru J. Damodaran 
has stated in his evidence before the Enquiry Officer in the 
domestic enquiry, the cashier Thiru K. Ibrahim, the 
petitioner /claimant will go for his lunch and carry on his 
work from where he left and the contention of the claimant 
that his counter is manned by him is absolutely baselass 
and normally at 1.30.P.M. the Counter used to be crowded 
with the OTA cadres and all the official incharge and clerk 
used too be busy in getting the vouchers posted and 
passed and making it ready for eventual payment by the 
Cashier. 

75. In short, the case of the Petitioner /Claimant that 
the Cash counter will be manned by Thiru J. Damodaran 
during lunch break, in the absence of the petitioner/claimant 
is rebutted by P.W.U Thiru J. Damodaran, At this juncture, 
it is pertinent to point out that in Ex. W.74 dated 26-4 1988 
Explanation submitted by the Petitioner/Claimant he has 
not mentioned anything about P.W 6 Thiru J. Damodaran 
but only inter alia mentioned that he perused the relative 
challan and found that they did not bear his initials and 
that he was not aware as to how the incidents cited had 
happened. 

76. On behalf of the petitioner, it is contended that 
the Respondent/bank should have compared the signatures 
of Thiru J. Damodaran and others and the non-comparison 
of the signatures of Thiru Damodaran and others has 
resulted in denial of justice to the petitioner. As a matter of 
fact, it is not the case of the Petitioner/claimant that Thiru 
J. Damodaran, P.W. 6 has misappropriated the amounts in 
question or not accounted for the said sums. Firm a perusal 
of the Ex. W. 76 Enquiry Proceedings relating to the 
Petitioner /claimant, in the enquiry held on 22-8-1988 it 
transpires that the petitioner/ claimant has given a reply 
before the Enquiry Officer Thiru W. S. Jayapaul that he is 
going to represent his case by a representative from State 
Bank of India Staff Union and as the time was insufficient 
to arrange for his representation he could not do so. In the 
Second sitting on 29-8- 1988, the Petitioner/Claimant has 
informed the enquiry officer Thiru W. S. Jayapaul that so 
far he was not favoured with the copies of documents or 
the list of witnesses from the prosecution side and therefore 
once again made a request of furnish the copies so as to 
unable him to arrange and prepare his defence and the 
Enquiry Officer has advised the Presenting Officer Tr. S. 
Sethumadhavan to provide the copies of the documents to 
the petitioner/claimant and that the presenting officer was 
also to open the case simultaneously. The Petitioner/ 
Claimant has prayed for adjourning the enquiry on the 
ground that he received the documents now only and at 
the request of the petitioner, the enquiry was adjourned. In 
the Third Sitting on 12-9-1988, the Petitioner/ Claimant 
stated before the Enquiry Officer that union defence 
representative was not available at present to defend his 
case and the Claimant /Petitioner prayed for permission to 
arrange a lawyer instead of union representative and for 
that the Enquiry Officer informed the petitioner that in the 
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domestic enquiry permission could not be granted for 
engaging a lawyer as Defence representative and thereafter 
the petitioner informed the Enquiry Officer that he will 
carry on with the case. P.W.l Thiru M. Kasi, Scientific 
Asst. Gr. I on 19-9-1988. Fourth sitting was not cross- 
examined by the Claimant/ Petitioner Thiru K. Ibrahim 
because of his inability and that the enquiry was adjourned 
to 26 9 1988. Even on 26-9-1988, the petitioner prayed for a 
permission to engage a lawyer to complete the enquiry and 
the Enquiry Officer informed the petitioner that permission 
to engage a lawyer was refused and the petitioner was 
advised several times in this regard and adjourn the enquiry 
on 3-10-1988. On the Sixth Sitting on 3-10-1988 the 
petitioner/claimant did not present himself for enquiry and 
enquiry was adjourned to 17-10-1988. On 17-10-1988 for 
the 7th sitting, the petitioner did not turn up and the 
Presenting Officer Thiru Sethumadhavan was advised to 
proceed further in this case by the Enquiry Officer and 
that Thiru R. Jayaram was examined on that date. 

77. P.W. 4 Thiru U. Toppo was examined on 
1-88, in the Nineth sitting of the domestic enquiry. For 
the mneth sitting on 7-11-88, the Petitioner/claimant Thiru 
K. Ibrahim did not turn up. P.W. 4 Thiru U. Toppo has 
stated before the Enquiry Officer that his staff has written 
the letter and he has signed the same and that he remitted 
Rs. 700/- on 11-11-87 in OTA extention Counter and 
Rs. 700/- remitted was for mail transfer to family favouring 
Tim. Philomena, S.B. A/c. No. 48/72 State Bank of India, 
Jhangirabad, Bhopal and he got the Counterfoil from the 
Cashier duly signed and stamped and he have the amount 
to the Cashier in the Counter and obtained the receipt for 
Rs. 700/- and when his family asked the Respondent/ 
Bank at Jhangirabad, about the remittance of Rs. 700/- 
made by him, they replied that no remittance was received 
and then he write a letter and asked his friend to give it to 
the bank because at that time he was in Gwalior and that 
bank required him to produce the counterfoil which he 
did and the bank gave him a cheque for Rs. 700/- and he 
received amount through OTA on 22-4-88. For the 10th 
sitting on 14-11-88 in the domestic enquiry the Petitioner/ 
Claimant Thiru K. Ibrahim did not turn up. Thiru S. 
Chandrasekaran, Cash Officer was examined as P.W. 5 on 
14-11-1988. In the 11th sitting, on 6-2-89 when P.W 6 
Thiru J. Damodaran, Officer of the bank was examined 
the claimant/petitioner Thiru K. Ibrahim attended the 
enquiry. When the petitionery Thiru. K. Ibrahim, was asked 
by the Enquiry Officer whether he wished to cross-examine 
P.W. 6 Thiru J. Damodaran he replied ‘No.’ Sir and said 
that one key was always available with the Postmaster 
OTS during the tenure of PW 6 J. Damodaran and the 
stamps used in OTS counter was kept in the OTS counter 
itself and Thiru J. Damodaran used to take care of Cash 
counter, during his lunch breaks and this was denied as 
baseless by P. 6 Thiru J. Damodaran stating that normally 
at 1.30 P.M. the counter used to be crowded with OTA 
cadres and all the officials incharge and clerk used to be 
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busy in getting vouchers posted and passed and making 
it ready for eventual payment by the Cashier. In the 12th 
sitting on 20-3-1989 Domestic enquiry Thiru K. Ibrahim, 
the petitioner did not turn up and P. W. 7 Thiru C J Paul 
was examined. P.W. 7 Thiru C.J. Paul has stated before 
the Enquiry Officer that he remitted Rs. 400/- on 5-2-88 by 
Mail transfer for credit of his mother’s Account No. 38/ 
8.677 at Tiruchur and his mother’s name is Tint. 
Thandamma and he remitted the said amount in OTA 
Extension Counter on 5-2-88 and receipts for Rs. 400/- 
was issued to him by the bank and since he get a letter 
from the mother’s stating that the money did not reach at 
Tiruchur he gave a letter to the bank and after 2 days he 
got the refund of Rs. 200A at Officers Training Academy. 
In the 13th sitting on 22-6-89, Thiru K. Ibrahim petitioner 
was present and informed the Enquiry Officer that he has 
no proposal to produce any witnesses on his behalf nor 
he would like to be examined himself as a witness and the 
Enquiry Officer proposed to conclude the enquiry after 
giving another final chance to the Petitioner/Claimant 
Thiru K. Ibrahim to defend himself and decide to conduct 
the next sitting on 26-5-89 at Guindy branch. In the 14th 
sitting on 26-6-89, the petitioner/claimant Thiru K. Ibrahim 
was present. The Petitioner/claimant informed the Enquiry 
Officer that since he was unable to explain and defend 
himself, once again requested permission to fix a lawyer’s 
defence and the Enquiry Officer informed the petitioner 
Thiru K. Ibrahim that he was already advised in the 
domestic enquiry permission could not be granted for 
engaging a lawyer as his defence representative and 
thereupon the petitioner/claimant informed the Enquiry 
Officer that if it was so he was helpless and he has nothing 
to say etc. A perusal of Ex.W. 76 Enquiry proceedings 
normally show that the Petitioner/Claimant was given due 
and adequate opportunity in the domestic enquiry, in the 
considered opinion of this Tribunal. Except Thiru 
Shubkaran all other constituents were examined as 
witnesses in the domestic enquiry and the Respondent/ 
Bank has paid back the money to the constituents. In 
short, the witnesses P.W. 1 to P.W. 7 examined in the 
domestic Enquiry before, the Enquiry Officer were not 
Cross-examined by the Petitioner/claimant. Moreover, the 
Hon’ble High Court in its Order dt. 10-4-2007 in W.A. No. 
1508/04 has observed interalia that the Petitioner/claimant 
having participated on serveral sittings, he abandones 
the enquiry after certain stage and copies of documents 
were also either supplied or allowed to be perused by the 
workman and already adequate opportunity was given to 
him. Therefore, it is not correct to state that documents 
were marked hurriedly in the domestic enquiry, in the 
considered opinion of this Tribunal. 

78. Ex. W. 77 is the findings of the Enquiry Officer, 

In Ex.W. 77 Findings of the Enquiry Officer, the Enquiry 
Officer for charge No. 1 has observed that the petitioner/ 
Claimant was on duty on 26-10-87 as evidenced by receipts 
for payments scroll dt. 26-10-87 and that the counterfoil 
Ex.P. 2 bears the cash received stamp duly signed by the 
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delinquent employee and the signature on the counterfoil 
Ex. P. 2 compares well with those in the leave letters of the 
employee submitted to the Branch Manager, Guindy 
Branch (Ex. P. 21-Ex. P. 26) and this was confirmed by the 
Scientific Asstt. of the Office of the Director, Tamil Nadu 
Forensic Science Laboratory and the amount of Rs. 3,000 
so received as per counterfoil was not accounted for in 
the receipts scroll dtd. 26-10-87 and from the facts and 
evidences adduced and based on the above observations, 
the petitioner was found guilty of the Charge No. 1. In 
respect of Charge No. 2, the Enquiry Officer has observed 
inter alia that the Petitioner Thiru K. Ibrahim was on duty 
on 11 -11-87 as evidenced by Receipts/Challan Scroll dtd. 
11-11-87 and the cash Counter foils Ex. P. 6 bears the 
cash received Stamp and it is signed by the delinquent 
employee and the signature on the Counterfoil Ex. P. 6 
compares well with those in the leave letters of the 
employee submitted by the Manager, Guindy branch 
Ex. P. 21-Ex. P. 26 is confirmed by the Scientific Assistant 
Office of the Director of Tamil Nadu Forensic Science 
Laboratory Deptt. and the amount of Rs. 700 so received 
as per Counterfoil has not been accounted for in the 
receipts Scroll dt. 11-11-87 and from the facts and 
evidences adduced and based on observations, the 
pctitioncr/claimant was found guilty of the Charge No. 2. 
In respect of Charge No. 3 the Enquiry Officer has 
observed that the Petitioner Thiru K. Ibrahim was on duty 
on 3-2-1988 as evidenced by Receipts/Payment Scroll 
dt. 3-2-88 and the cash counterfoil P. Ex. 3 bears the cash 
received stamp and it is signed by the delinquent employee 
and the signature and the counterfoil P.Ex. 3 compares well 
with those in the leave letters of the employee submitted to 
the Branch Manager, Guindy Branch, P.Ex. 21 to P. Ex. 26 
and this has been confirmed by the Scientific Assistant 
office of the Director, Tamilnadu Forensic Science 
Laboratory, Chennai-4 (P. Ex. 1) and a sum of Rs. 500 so 
received as per the counterfoil has not been accounted for 
in the receipts scroll dtd. 3-2-88 and came to the conclusion 
that the petitioner Thiru K. Ibrahim was found guilty of 
Charge No. 3. 

79. In regard to Charge No. 4, the Enquiry Officer 
has observed that the Petitioner Thiru K. Ibrahim was on 
duty on 5-2-1988 as evidenced by Receipts/payments scroll 
dtd. 5-2-88 and the cash counterfoil P. Ex. 4 bears the cash 
received stamp and it is signed by the delinquent employee 
and the signature on the counterfoil (P. Ex. 4) compares 
well with those in the leave letters of the employee 
submitted to the Branch Manager, Guindy Branch (P. Ex. 
21 to P. Ex. 26) and this has been confirmed by the Scientific 
Asstt. Office of the Director, Tamil Nadu Forensic Science 
Laboratory, Madras-4 (P. Ex. 1) and the amount of 
Rs. 400 so received as per counter foil has not been 
accounted for in the receipts scroll dtd. 5-2-1988 and Thiru 
K. Ibrahim, the petitioner was found guilty of the Charge 
No. 4. In respect of Charge No. 5 the Enquiry Officer has 
observed that the petitioner Thiru K. Ibrahim was on duty 


on 4-11-87 as evidenced by the Reeeipts/payments Scroll 
dtd. 4-11-1987 (P. Ex. 54) and the cash counterfoil P. Ex. 5 
bears the cash received stamp and is signed by the 
delinquent employee and the signature on the counterfoil 
P. Ex. 5 compares well with those in the leave letters of the 
employee submitted to the Branch Manager, Guindy 
Branch, (P. Ex. 21 to P. Ex. 26) and the signatures have been 
identified by Thiru J. Damodaran P.W. 6 and confirmed by 
the Scientific Asstt. Office of the Director, Tamilnadu 
Forensic Science Laboratory, Madras-4 (P. Ex. 1) and the 
amount of Rs. 1,800 so received as shown in the counterfoil 
P. Ex. 5 has not been accounted for in the receipts scroll 
dt. 4-11-87 (P. Ex. 54) and the petitioner Thiru K. Ibrahim 
was found guilty of the charge No. 5. 

80. According to the learned Counsel for the 
Petitioner/Claimant that the enquiry officer in his findings 
Ex. W. 77 has not taken into account the relevant points 
and he had not discussed the evidence tendered by 
witnesses in the domestic enquiry and therefore his 
findings are perverse. In Ex. W. 77 findings of the Enquiry 
Officer, the Enquiry Officer has analysed the charge and 
has given his observations and came to the conclusion on 
the basis of facts and evidences adduced and found the 
Petitioner/Claimant guilty of the charges. In Ex. W. 77 
findings of the Enquiry Officer, the Enquiry Officer has not 
discussed about the evidences tendered by the witnesses. 
In the domestic enquiry. The Enquiry Officer in the enquiry 
findings Ex. W. 77 has mentioned that the defence 
arguments are ‘NIL’. Merely because, the Enquiry Officer 
has not mentioned about the evidence tendered witnesses 
in the domestic enquiry, it cannot be said that the domestic 
enquiry findings are vitiated and perverse, in the 
considered opinion of this Tribunal. Admittedly, the 
Enquiry Officer is not like a trained Judicial Officer to write 
a reasonal findings, elaborate Judgement. The Enquiry 
Officer in his findings, after analysing the charges has come 
to the conclusion that there are relevant evidence to prove 
the charges levelled against the Petitioner/Claimant. A 
perusal of the Cashier’s Receipt Scroll copies indicate 
that the various amounts received as per the counterfoils 
were not accounts for in the said scroll on the relevant 
dates and therefore this piece of evidence is crucial to 
prove the charges levelled against the Claimant/Petitioner 
coupled with other cumulative facts and attended 
circumstances of the case. In the instant case, the enquiry 
conducted against the Petitioner/Claimant is fair and proper, 
in the considered opinion of this Tribunal. As a matter of 
fact, it is significant to point out in regard to Charge No. 5 
that the petitioner/claimant has intentionally omitted to 
put the transaction of Rs. 1,800 in the Cash scroll which 
received on 4-11-1987 and failed to acount for the same, 
the Petitioner/Claimant has not submitted his explanation 
at all and the non-submission of the explanation in regard 
to charge No. 5, is a circumstance which clearly go against 
the petitioner/claimant. 

81. The fact that the Petitioner/Claimant acted as 
Cashier on 26-10-87,11-11-87,3-2-88,5-3-88 and 4-11-87 is 
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not disputed. The Claimant’s stand in the explanation Ex. 
W. 74 dtd. 16-4-88 is only to the effect that he perused the 
relevant challans and found that they did not bear his initials 
and he was not aware as to how the incidents cited had 
happened. In the explanation dtd. 16-4-88 Ex. W. 74, the 
petitioner/claimant has not stated that he has not received 
the cash remittances in question. In Ex. W. 74 Explanation 
dtd. 16-4-88, of the Petitioner/Claimant, there is no whisper 
as to how he failed to make relevant entries for the said 
remittances in the receipt scroll maintained by him as 
Cashier. Alter all, Standard of proof required in a 
Disciplinary proceeding is that of preponderance 
probability and not proof beyond reasonable doubt, in the 
considered opinion of this Tribunal. At any rate, the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer Ex. W. 77 are not arbitrary 
and they are not perverse also, in the considered opinion 
of this Tribunal. In the case on hand, their exists reasonable 
basis lor the disciplinary authority to proceed against the 
Petitioner/Claimant and after due enquiry, the Enquiry 
Officer came to the conclusion that the Petitioner/Claimant 
was found guilty of the Charges Nos. 1 to 5, Moreover, 
from the perusal of the Findings of the Enquiry Officer Ex. 
W. 77 it transpires that the Enquiry Officer has summoned 
up the matter and also mentioned the contention of the 
Petitioner/Claimant that frauds in question could have been 
perpetrated hy other persons in the Office/building viz. 
Thiru C.J. Damodaran, Officer, State Bank of India or the 
Post master which was reiterated in his written defence 
brief and this was held to be not corroborated by any 
witness/cvidencc on his behalf etc. In short, the Enquiry 
Officer in his findings Ex. W. 77 has come to the conclusion 
that there is a clear documentary evidencc/records 
establishing the truth of the facts to prove the charges 
levelled against the Petitioner/Claimant and found him guilty 
ot all the five charges. As far as the present case is 
concerned, the Enquiry Officer has taken into consideration 
all the proved circumstances which provided a complete 
chain, no link of which is missing and they clearly point 
out to the guilt of the pctitioner/claimant in the considered 
opinion of this Tribunal. 

82. According to the Learned Counsel for the 
Petitioncr/CIaiman t the observations of the Enquiry Officer 
in his Enquiry findings Ex. W. 77 to the effect that the 
signatures on the Counter foils compares well with those 
in the leave letters are not correct, because the counterfoils 
contains only the initials and not the signatures. The five 
counterfoils are marked as Exs. W. 2 to W. 6 and they have 
been marked as Q. 1 to Q. 6 in Ex. W. 1 report of the Forensic 
Science Laboratory dtd. 1-6-88 Exs. W. 7 to W. 20 are the 
Pay in slip of the State Bank of India, Guindy OTS Extension 
Counter Branch wherein the admitted signatures of the 
Petitioner/ Claimant are seen. In Exs. W. 21 to W. 47, the 
full signatures of the Petitioner/Qaimant are seen and these 
signatures are seen in Q. 1 to Q. 6 in short form and therefore, 
the observations of the Enquiry Officer in Ex. W. 77 Enquiry 
findings that the signatures on the Counterfoils compares 


well with those in the leave letters of the Petitioner/ 
Claimant cannot be found fault with in the considered 
opinion of this Tribunal. Moreover, in Ex. W1 Forensic 
Science Laboratory report dtd. 1-6-88, it is clearly 
mentioned that the persons who wrote the Red enclosed 
initials, writings and signatures stamped and marked S. 1 
to S. 80 also wrote the red enclosed writings and initials 
similarly stamped and marked Q. 1 to Q. 6 and in the 
reasoning sheet annexed to Ex. W. 1 report it is specifically 
mentioned that both the standard and questioned writing, 
initials and signatures were freely and speedly written 
and agree cumulatively in the handwriting characteristics 
on a interse comparison etc. When P.W. 1 Thiru M. Kasi, 
Scientific Assistant Gr. I was not cross examined by the 
Petitioner/Claimant in the domestic enquiry, then Ex. W. 1 
report cannot be disputed and Ex. W. 1 report cannot be 
brushed aside lightly. 

83. The learned counsel for the Petitioner/claimant 
contends that no witness examined in the domestic enquiry 
had identified the Petitioner/Claimant as Cashier on the 
relevant dates when the remittances in question were made. 
Admittedly, the Petitioner/Claimant has not cross-examined 
P.W. 1. Thiru M. Kasi, Scientific Asstt. Gr. 1, in the domestic 
enquiry. On 17-10-88 for the 7th sitting the petitioner/ 
claimant has turn up and the enquiry proceeded further 
and P.W. 2 Thiru R. Jayaram was examined. For the 9th 
Sitting on 7-11-88 the petitioner/claimant has not turned 
up and P.W. 4 Thiru U. Toppo was examined. For the 10th 
sitting on 14-11-88 the Petitioner/Claimant has not turned 
up and P.W. 5 Thiru S. Chandrasekaran Cash Officer was' 
examined. In the 12th sitting on 20-3-89 in the domestic 
enquiry the petitioner has not turned up and Thiru C.J. 
Paul was examined as P.W. 7. In the 8th sitting on 21-10-88 
in the domestic enquiry the Petitioner/Claimant has not 
turned up and Thiru B. Mohanan Pillai was examined as 
P.W. 3. From the above, it is candidly clear that when the 
constituents of the bank were examined as witnesses on 
the relevant dates, the petitioner/claimant has chosen to 
absent himself by not appearing in the domestic enquiry. 
Therefore, the contention of the Petitioner’s side, the 
constituents/witnesses have not identified the petitioner/ 
claimant is not accepted by this Tribunal. 

84. When the Petitioner/Claimant has acted as 
Cashier on the relevant dates when the constituents made 
the remittances, then it is for the Petitioner/Claimant to 
prove the fact which is particularly within his knowledge 
and equity fair play and justice also demand that he must 
prove the same and he cannot plead ignorance as to how 
the incidents cited by the Respondent bank had happened 
especially when the burden of proof in the given case has 
shifted on the delinquent, based upon the explanation given 
by him and the nature of charges levelled. 

85. It is significant to point out that in 2005 (2) LLJ P. 

6 Varadarajan K.S. and Deputy Commissioner of Labour 
(A.A. under S. 41(2) of the T.N. Shops & Establishments 
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Act 1947), Madras and Another, it is observed that. 

“It must be understood that the appelate authority is 
the Deputy Labour Commissioner and he is not 
excepted to write in elaborate and as good a judgement 
as a regular Civil Court would do. He is only an 
executive authority and we qannot except the 
executive authority to write as good a judgement as 
a trained judicial officer. Moreover, this Court under 
Article 226 of the Constitution of India cannot 
reapprecite the evidence nor can it go into the 
question of evidence in support of the charges this 
Court cannot interfere.” 

86. The Learned Counsel for the Petitioner urges 
that the Appellate Authority has not disposed of the 
appeal field by the Petitioner within a period of 60 days 
as required and without applying his mind the Appellate 
authority has confirmed the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer and that the appellate authority has not evaluated 
evidence and that the Order of the appellate authority is a 
non-speaking one. Ex. W. 81 is the Appeal dt. 2-5-1990 
filed by the Petitioner/claimant against the Order of 
dismissal. Ex. W. 79 is the Dismissal order dt. 14-3-90 
passed by the Disciplinary authority, Deputy General 
Manager of the bank. Ex. W. 83 dt. 2-6-1990 is the order 
passed by the Appellate Authority, General Manager 
(Operations of the Respondent/bank). 

87. According to the Learned Counsel for the 
petitioner, as per Bipartite Settlement para. 19 :14 in cases 
where hearings are not required an appeal shall be disposed 
of within 2 months from the date of receipt thereof and in 
cases where hearings are required to be given and are 
requested for, such hearings shall commence within one 
month from the date of receipt of appeal and shall be 
disposed of within one month from the date of conclusion 
of such hearings, and the period within which an appeal 
can be preferred shall be 45 days from the date on which 
the original order has been communicated in writing the 
employee concerned and as far as the present case is 
concerned, the appeal has been preferred by the Claimant/ 
Petitioner Ex. W. 80 dated 2-5-90 was disposed of by the 
Appellate Authority as per Ex. W. 83 dt. 26-9-90 after a 
period of 4 months and 24 days and therfore the hank has 
violated the Bipartite Settlement para 19 : 14 in and by 
which they should have disposed of the appeal within a 
period of 2 months from the date of receipt of appeal. 

88. The Learned Counsel for the Respondent/Bank 
submits that the words that an appeal shall be disposed of 
within 2 months from the date of receipt thereof as 
mentioned in para 19 :14 of the Bipartite settlement is only 
directory in nature and the same is not mandatory and in 
support of his contentions he relied on the Judgement in 
Civil Appeal No. 2534/2007 Management, Dandiyan 
Roadways Cor. Ltd., Vs. N. Balakrishnan, wherein it is 
observed that : 


“Furthermore, even if the statute specifies a time for 
publication of the same by itself could not have been 
held to be mandatory. Such a provision would be 
directory in nature it is a well-settled principle of law 
that where a statutory functionary is asked to perform 
a statutory duty within the time prescribed therefore, 
the same would be directory and not mandatory”. 

89. The Learned Counsel for the Respondent/Bank 
contends that the provision in a statute which is procedural 
nature although employs the word ‘shall’ may not be held 
to be mandatory if no prejudice is caused to a party and in 
the instant case the word ‘shall’ in the Bipartite Settlement 
is only aprocedural provision, which is not of a mandatory 
character and the ultimate test should be viz. the test of fair 
hearing as it usually called and in the instant, case, no 
prejudice has been caused to the appellant/claimant. 

90. At this juncture, it is relevant to point out that 
generally although the word ‘shall’ be considered to be 
imperative in nature but it has to be interpreted as directory 
if the situation or context otherwise demands, in the 
considered opinion of this Tribunal. It is significant to point 
out that para 19 : 14 of the Bipartite Settlement, nowhere 
provides for the consequences if the appeal is not disposed 
of within a period of 2 months from the date of its receipt. 

91. A procedural rule oridinarily should be 
construed as mandatory as per decision AIR 2003 Kant. 
417,422 A.V. Purushittam Vs. N.K. Nagraj. 

92. Whenever a statute declares that a thing shall 
be done,the natural and proper meaning is that a peremptory 
mandate is enjoined. But where the thing has reference to 
(i) the time or formality of completing any public act, not 
being a step in a litigation or accusation or (ii) the time or 
formality of creating an executed contract whereof the 
benefit has been or but for their own act might be, received 
by individuals or Private Companies or Private 
Corporations, the enactment will generally regarded as 
merely directory unless there be words making the thing 
done void if not done in accordance with the prescribed 
requirements (Stroud 6th Edi); 2000. 

93. The word shall is in the context only directory 
and not mandatory and the non-compliance with the 
directions would not render a promotion or a transfer 
otherwise regularly and validly made any way ineffective 
or inoperative as per decision AIR 1958 Kerala 85,87, C.P. 
Mary Vs. State of Travancore—Cochin. 

94. As far as the present case is concerned, even 
though the Bipartite Settlement para 19:14 speaks of. 

“An appeal shall be disposed of within 2 months 
from the date of receipt thereof. 

the word ‘shall’ is to be construed only as directory 
and not mandatory, in the considered opinion of this 
Tribunal. Further more, since the appeal in the instant case 
has been disposed of after a period of 4 months and 24 
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days it will not lead to the conclusion that the order of 
Appellate Authority Ex. W. 83 dt. 26-9-90 is a nullity one. 
In short, by disposing of the appeal on 26-9-90, no prejudice 
has been caused to the petitioner/claimant, in the 
considered opinion of this Tribunal. 

95. I he Learned Counsel for the Respondent/bank 
submits that this Tribunal is not expected to sit as a 
Appellate Court on the enquiry report and in support of 
his contentions, he relied on the decision 2007 (2) LU 295 
@ 299 Ananda Kathirone and Another And Presiding 
Officer, Principal Labour Court, Chennai and another, 
wherein it is held that: 

The common thread running through the decision 
of the Apex Court is that the Courts should not 
interfere with the administrative matters unless it is 
illogical or suffers from procedural impropriety. The 
scope of judicial review either by the Labour Court 
or by the High Court or by the Supreme Court is 
clarified by the Supreme Court. The scope of judicial 
review is limited is defined and decision making 
process and not the decision. There is no scope for 
interlcrence in the order of the disciplinary authority 
basing an the report of the enquiry officer unless the 
order of the disciplinary authority is based on no 
evidence, error of law and not error of fact and such 
error is appeared on the face of the record. It is not 
for the court to construre itself as an appellate Court 
over the orders of the disciplinary authority to resolve 
the action qualitatively different from ordinary civil 
dispute and re-adjudicate upon the question of fact 
decided by the authorities.” 

96. The Learned Counsel for the Respondent/Bank 
cited the decision 1994 Suppl. (2) SCC 468 @ 470,471, State 
Bank of India Bhopal Vs. S.S. Koshal, wherein it is observed 
as follows:— 

“Now coming to the third ground on which the High 
Court has allowed the Writ petition, the relevant rule 
[Rule 51 (2)] reads as follows : 

An appeal shall be preferred within 45 days 
Irom dale of receipt of the order appealed 
against. The appeal shall be addressed to the 
appellate authority and submitted to the 
authority whose order is appealed against. 
The employee may, if he so desires, submit an 
advance copy to the appellate authority. The 
authority whose order is appealed against shall 
forward the appeal together with its comments 
and records of the appellate authority shall 
consider whether the findings are justified 
and/or whether the penalty is excessive or 
inadequate. Authority may pass an order 
confirming, enhancing, reducing or setting 
aside the penalty or remitting the case to the 
authority which imposed the penalty or to any 
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other authority with such directions as it deems 
fit in the circumstances of the case.” 

The High Court has taken the view that the rule 
required the appellate authority to pass a 
speaking order even if it is an order of affirmance. 
For the purpose of this case, we shall assume 
the said view to be the correct one. Even so we 
are not satisfied that the appellate order is not a 
speaking order. We have already extracted the 
appellate order in full herein before,which 
shows that it considered at length the facts of 
the case including the fact that the appellate 
authority (Sic disciplinary authority) had 
differed from the findings of the Enquiry Officer 
in respect of the two charges. The appellate 
authority then says that it considered the 
relevant grounds of appeal and after 
considering the facts of the case came to the 
conclusion that there was no substance in the 
appeal. In view of the fact that it was an order of 
affirmance, we are of the opinion that it was not 
obligatory on the part of the appellate authority 
to say more than this as the order as it is, shows 
application of mind. The order cannot be 
characterised as a non-speaking order.” 

97. A perusal of Ex. W. 83 order of Appellate 
Authority Dt. 26-9-90, shows the application of mind by 
the Appellate authority and the appellate authority has 
observed that even though reasonable opportunity was 
given to the petitioner, he failed to enlist the assistance of 
an member of a registered Union of Bank Employees and 
his inability to cross-examine the prosecution witnesses 
was, therefore, of his own creation etc. and that the other 
points raised by him in the appeal are irrelevant to the 
issue. As a matter of fact, the appellate authority has come 
to the conclusion that there is no justifiable ground to 
interfere with the decision of the Disciplinary Authority in 
dismissing the petitioner from the bank service and hence 
rejected the appeal dt. 2-5-1990. As a matter of fact, the Ex. 
W 83 order of the Appellate authority dt. 26-9-90 is a 
speaking order and it cannot be described as a non-speaking 
one by any stretch of imagination in the considered opinion 
of this Tribunal. Moreover, in an order of affirmance, it is 
not obligatory on the part of the Appellate authority to say 
more than what is stated in the said order. 

98. From the facts and attendant circumstances of 
the prescent case, this Tribunal opines that the Petitioner/ 
Claimant has driver the nails to his downfall by not cross- 
examining the presecution witnesses when the burden of 
proof has shifted on him based upon the explanation 
furnished by him and the charges levelled against him. 

99. This Tribunal opines that as per Bipartite 
Settlement para 19:14 it is proper for the Respondent/bank 
to pass orders in appeal matters within the stipulated period, 
so that the spirit of the said settlement does not get defected. 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 8,2007/BHADRA 17,1929 




[m II-7sUS 3(ii)] 


4TCcT TFTO ; 8, 2007/^ 17, 1929 


6589 


100. In 2007, II LLJ p. 856 Shiras Golden Restaurant 
And Commercial Shop & Fact. Est. Union and others, it is 
observed as follows :— 

“Practice and Procedure—Assistance of Lawyer 
sought by workman to held them in enquiry proceedings— 
If employer be not represented by legally tained person, 
workman would not have right to take assistance of the a 
lawyer—Further, charges in this case not complicated 
invoivingvoluminous records—Hold in such 
circumstances assistance of lawyer not required—No 
violation of natural justice due to rejection of plea of 
workman. ” 

101. The term Misconduct is of two words. ‘Mis’ 
means badly and ‘conduct’ means behaviour. As a matter 
of fact, ‘Misconduct’ is a relative term. In stroud’s Judicial 
Dictionary, the term ‘Misconduct’ means arising from ill- 
motive. The term ‘misconduct’ literally means Conduct 
amiss, to mismanage, wrong or improper conduct, bad 
behaviour, unlawful behaviour or conduct. The synonyms 
are Misbehaviour, misdemeanour; mismanagement; 
misdeed, deliquency; offence. It implies a wrong intention. 
Misconduct is doing something or omitting to do 
something which is wrong to do or omit. Whereas the 
person who is guilty of the act or omission knows that the 
act which he is doing, or that which he is omitting to do, is 
a wrong thing to do or omit it, therefore, follows that the 
misconduct may or may not be wilful [Lewis v. G. W. Railway 
Co. (1877) 3 QBD195]. 

102.1 is to be pointed out that Misconduct arises if a 
person does what he should not have done and does not 
do what he Should have done or any unbusiness like 
conduct, including negligence or want of necessary care. 
(P.N. Railway Co. V. Mooligi Sinai Co. AIR 1930 Calcutta 
815). 

103. At this juncture, it is pertinent to point out that 
acts of dishonesty/or Graud certainly constitute misconduct 
of serious nature which not only attract dismissal but much 
else as their legal cosequences as per decision 1963 I LLJ 
P. 250 Workmen of Dema Dim Tea Estate v. Dema Dim Tea 
Estate. 

104. Moreover, the quantum of amount as 
misappropriated by an employee is irrelevant, when there 
is fiduciary relationship between the employer and 
Employee. Any Dishonest conduct on the part of an 
employee in relation to the business of his employer is a 
serious misconduct, in the considered opinion of this 
tribunal. 

105. It cannot be gain said that the petitioner/ 
claimant was empoyed in the Respondent/bank as 
Cashier,where the confidence of the constituents is a vital 
one for the success of the business of the Respondent/ 
bank, in the considered opinion of the Tribunal. 

106. In 1999IILU194 Management of Catholic Syrian 
Bank Ltd., and Industrial Tribunal, Madras-104 & Another, 


it is inter alia held that the Industrial Tribunal cannot interfere 
with quantum of punishment of proved misconduct is grave 
in nature warranting dismissal from service. Thus, having 
regard to the facts and circumstances of the present case 
and in the light of the discussions made above and on 
examination and consideration of available materials on 
record, this trubunal comes to the conclusion that the 
Respondent/bank is justified in dismissing to petitioner 
Thiru K. Ibrahim with effect from 14-3-1990 and the point is 
answered accordingly. 

In the result, an award is passed holding that the 
Respondenl/Bank is justified in dismissing the Petitioner 
Thiru K. Ibrahim with effect from 14-3-1990.There shall be 
no order as to costs. 

Dictated to shorthand writer and transcribed by her 
and corrected by me and pronounced in open Tribunal on 
this 19th day of July, 2007. 

N. VENUGOPAL, Presiding Officer 

I.D.No. 77/92; 

LIST OF WITNESSES AND EXHIBITS: 

WITNESSES EXAMINED ON THE SIDE ..NIL 

OF WORKMAN AND MANAGEMENT 

DOCUMENTS MARKED ON THE SIDE OF WORK¬ 
MAN: 

Ex.W. 1 1-6-88 Report of the Forensic Laboratory 


Ex.W.2 

26-10-87 

Counterfoil of Challan 

Ex.W. 3 

3-2-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 4 

5-2-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 5 

4-11-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 6 

11-11-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 7 

5-11-87 

Pay in slip 

Ex.W. 8 

6-11-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 9 

3-2-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 10 

8-2-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 11 

3-2-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 12 

3-2-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 13 

26-1087 

-do- 

Ex.W. 14 

26-1087 

-do- 

Ex.W. 15 

26-1087 

-do- 

Ex.W. 16 

5-1-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 17 

5-2-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 18 

5-288 

-do- 

Ex.W. 19 

5-288 

-do- 

Ex.W.20 

5-288 

-do- 
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Ex. W. 21 

7*11 -87 

Leave letter from Claimant to 
Respondent 

Ex.W. 56 

Ex.W. 57 

9-11-87 

-do- page 22 

Ex.W.22 


10-11-87 

-do- page 23 

21-1-87 

Ixave letter -do - (Xerox copy) 



Ex. W. 23 

2-3-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 58 

10-11-87 

-do- page 27 

Ex.W24 

11-3-87 

Leave letter from claimant to 

Ex.W. 59 

11-11-87 

-do- page 29 



Respondent 

Ex.W. 60 

11-11-87 

-do- page 31 

Ex.W. 25 

25-3-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 61 

12-11-87 

-do- page 33 

Ex.W.26 

May, 87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 62 

00-00-87 

-do- page 15 

Ex.W. 27 

Ex.W. 28 

1-8-97 

10-8-87 

Cashier’s receipt scroll xerox copy 
Cashier’s receipt scroll xerox copy 

Ex.W. 63 

Ex.W.64 

214-88 

Banker’s cheque favouring U. Toppo 

Ex.W. 29 

Aug.’ 87 

20-5-88 

-do- Shubkaran 

-do- 



Ex.W. 30 

13-8-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 65 

26-10-87 

Respondent debit O.T.S. Cash 
balance amount 

Ex.W. 31 

13-8-87 

-do- 




Ex.W. 32 

14-8-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 66 

9-5-88 

Letter from Shubkaran to respondent 
Guindy branch. 

Ex.W. 33 

14-8-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 67 

4-11-87 

Respondent debit O.T.S. Cash 

Ex.W. 34 

14-8-87 

Cashier’s receipt scroll xerox copy 



balance amount 

Ex.W. 35 

17-8-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 68 

11-11-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 36 

21-8-87 

Cashier’s-receipt scroll 

Ex.W. 69 

3-2-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 37 

27-8-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 70 

8-2-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 38 

17-12-87 

-do- 




Ex.W. 39 

17-12-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 71 

14-3-88 

Respondent debit Suspense account 

Ex.W. 40 

30-10-87 

Cashier’s payment Scroll Book Label 

Ex.W. 72 

214-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 41 

30-10-87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 73 

94-88 

Charge sheet 

Ex.W. 42 

Oct.’87 

-do- 

Ex.W. 74 

164*88 

Letter from applicant to disciplinary 

Ex.W. 43 

26-10-87 

Cashier’s payment Scroll Book Label 



authority. 

Ex.W. 44 

3-2-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 75 

14-5-88 

Charge sheet 

Ex.W. 45 

3-2-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 76 

22-8-88 

Enquiry proceedings page. 1 to 45 

Ex.W. 46 

1-12-87 

Cashier’s payment Scroll Book Label 

Ex.W. 77 

19-9-88 

Findings of Enquiry officer 

Ex.W. 47 

5-2-88 

-do- 

Ex.W. 78 

8-9-88 

Letter from Applicant to Enquiry 

Ex.W. 48 

14-3-88 

Bank’s cheque favouring R. 



officer. 



Jayaraman 

Ex.W. 79 

14-3-90 

Dismissal order. 

Ex.W. 49 

14-3-88 

Telegraphic transfer application in 
favour of B. Unnikrishnan. 

Ex.W. 80 

2-5-90 

Appeal against the Order of dismissal. 

Ex.W. 50 

Ex.W. 51 

14-3-88 

Bank’s cheque favouring C.J, Paul. 

Ex.W. 81 

10-9-90 

Letter from applicant to Respondent 
questioning the non-disposal of 

24-2-88 

Letter from B. Mohanpillai to 
Respondent 

Ex.W. 82 


appeal 


Ex.W. 52 

11-3-88 

10-9-90 

Additional Grounds of Appeal. 

Letter from C.J. Paul to respondent 

Ex.W. 83 



(O.T.A. Extn.) Guindy branch. 

26-9-90 

Order of Appellate Authority. 

Ex.W. 53 

21-3-88 

Letter from Subbu Toppo to 

FOR RESPONDENT/MANAGEMENT 



Respondent Guindy branch. 

Ex.M. 1 

21-12-87 

Complaint letter from Jayaraman 

Ex.W. 54 

6-11-87 

Cashier’s payment Scroll page. 19 

Ex.M.2 

20-5-88 

Suspence account debit voucher for 

Ex.W. 55 

9-11-87 

Cashier’s payment Scroll page 21 



Rs. 1800/- 
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13 3RR<T, 2007 

W.3TT. 2529.-3^1+ faclK 3TffifWT, 1947 (1947 
14) 'aFfl *TRT 17 ^ 3E|*K®I 3, FR^R ^ 3ffq7 
q-sKl «f> "51®f*RT5t ^F>'R3T5 3?t7 3HI<+> c h4 c t)llT<41 •q, 

sppfa 4 3fratfw 4 3fi«nni<4> 

atftreROT/SRT 1. 1, M f^crlt ^ we (fM #n 

24/95) ^ wftlcl ^fRcft t, ^ft FR37R ^ 13-8-2007 
^ W=rT I^TT «H I 

[U T5^f-12012/288/94-3Tl£ 3m (^-11)] 
TTf^ 3lf^i=bKl 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2007 

S.O. 2529.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 
24/95) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, New Delhi as shown in the annexure in 
the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Bank of Baroda and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
13-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/288/94-IR (B-H)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL: PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTSRIAL 
TIBUNAL NO. I: NEW DELHI 

I.D. NO. 24/95 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Shri Balak Ram 
Through Shri A.K. Jain, 

General Secretary, 

Utter Pradesh Bank of Baroda Employees Union (WZ) 
C.O. Bank of Baroda, Vayaukti Bazar, 

Ghantaghar Branch, 

Meerut-250002. _Workman 

Versus 

Zonal Manager, 

Bank of Baroda, 

R/o Anand Ashram Road, 

Civil Lines, 

Bareilly-243001. _Management 

APPEARANCES: Shri Balak Ram in person with 

his A/R 

Shri Brijesh Kumar Advocate 
Shri T.C. Gupta A/R for the 
Management 


AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide itsorder No. L-l2012/288/94-1R. (B-2) dated 8-2-1995 
has referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
Baroda, Bareilly in not confirming Shri Balak Ram, 
Permanent part-time Sweeper as permanent Peon is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief is the said 
workman entitled?” 

2. Brief facts of this case as culled from record are 
that the workman was appointed as a permanent part time 
sweeper and posted to work at Keolaria Branch of the said 
Bank in Bareilly district w.e.f. 24-4-82 on one third of the 
scale wages payable to members of subordinate staff. His 
services conditions were/are governed by the provisions 
of the Sastry Award as modified in the Desai Award and 
further modified in the various Bipartite Settlements entered 
into between the management of the Bank and their 
workmen from time to time through he was appointed as a 
part time workman his services used to be utilized working 
in temporary vacancies of peon/messenger from time to 
time in leave etc. There arose a permanent vacancy of full 
time peon at Keolaria Branch in September, 93 and bank 
management selected him and promoted him to work in the 
aforesaid permanent vacancy of peon w.e.f. 15-9-93 but 
did not issue any appointment letter/order in violation of 
the provisions of the Bipartite Settlement, Award and was 
told that he would be given appointment letter/order lateron. 
Despite his appointment to the post of Peon he was also 
required to continue to perform the duties of Sweeper also 
which amounted to unfair labour practice. He worked 
satisfactorily in the post of peon for six months and he 
became entitled to be confirmed in the said permanent 
vacancy of peon. He requested the management for 
confirmation in the said post of full time peon messenger 
but he was threatened by the manager of the branch with 
reversion to the post of part time peon if he insisted for 
confirmation. He approached the union to negotiate in view 
of amicable settlement of his claim but of no avail. He raised 
industrial dispute before the ALC Central Dehradun on 11 - 
4-94. But ultimately he was removed from the said post of 
full time peon. 

3. The protest was lodged by the union against such 
arbitrary, malafide and illegal action of the management. 
The complaint was also made to A.L.C. Dehradun. ALC 
issued show cause notice advising the manager to reemploy 
claimant. After his removal management appointed one 
Rajinder Singh a new hand to work on temporary basis in 
the same post against the post he was working. A 
conciliation proceeding before the ALC ended in failure. 

4. The claimant has impugned the action of his 
reversion supersession as illegal and unjustified on various 
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grounds that the post of Peon/messenger at Keoralia 
Branch in which workman was appointed by way of 
promotion from part time workman as full time peon/ 
mesenger w.e.f. 15-9-93 was permanent. It was incumbent 
upon the management in terms of para 495 of the Sastry 
Award to give him an appropriate letter/order that he was 
being appointed/promoted in the said existing post the 
management was required to fill it within three months in 
terms of clause 20.8 of the Bipartite Settlement dated 
19-10-66 and he cannot be treated as temporary occupant 
of the said post. He should be deemed to have been 
appointed to the post in question permanently despite the 
fact that he was not issued any appointment letter. That 
the appointment of the claimant by way of promotion from 
part time workman to full time peon/messenger on 15-9-93 
did not constitute a temporary appointment within the 
meaning of definition of temporary appointment as per terms 
if Bipartite Settlement dated 19-10-66. That the workman 
was entitled to be given preference for filling the full time 
vacancy in view of the provisions of Bipartite Settlement. 
Even otherwise he has preferential right. The claimant has 
even otherwise preferential right to be made permanent 
vacancy after completing six months satisfactory 
appointment in the permanent vacancy and he be deemed 
to have been confirmed as full time Peon/Messenger in the 
permanent post. Management has acted arbitrarily and 
meted out to him hostile discrimination under article 14 and 
16 of the constitution or he being member of S. C. S.T. 
employees, entitled to continue in the permanent vacancy/ 
post of peon/messenger in which he had been appointed/ 
promoted from 15-9-93 and he could not replaced by the 
new hand Shri RajinderSingh and after his removal which 
was prompted by malafides the management also acted in 
complete disregard the branch of the statutory provisions 
of Section 33 (1) (a) of the I.D. Act in as much as in view of 
Section 33 (1) (a) of the I, D., Act by making appointment 
during the pendency of conciliation proceedings. The 
action of the management in removing/discontinuing Balak 
Ram from permanent post of Peon from 20-5-94 and in not 
confirming him as permanent peon from 15-3-94 is illegal 
and unjustified and in view of the above claimant requested 
to treat him as a permanent confirmed full time peon from 
15-3-94 with consequential benefits of full pay scale and 
allowances etc. from 15-3-94 is holding the action of the 
management respondent as illegal and unjustified. 

4. Claim was contested by the respondent 
management by filing written statement raising preliminary 
objections that the workman Balak Ram has been employed 
in the respondent management in the sub staff cadre as 
part time sweeper in there are several distinct and different 
categories or cadres of employees such as sweepers, peons, 
messengers, sepoys or watch and ward personnel, hamals, 
liftmen, drivers, electricians, fire fighting men, watermen or 
bhishtis etc. and all these are reckoned as distinct & 
different category lor purposes of interse seniority and 


promotions or for conversions from one post or category 
to another i.e. from sweepers to peons or from peons to 
clerks reference is made to para 498 of Sastry Award for 
perusal. The workman is not entitled to regularization as 
claimed. 

5. On merits his appointment with the bank as on 
temporary basis or part time basis as messenger etc. as 
mentioned above is not denied. It is stated that he was 
given chance to work as peon when the peon was on leave. 
It is further stated that management never held any 
recruitment process and appointed the workman as 
contended by him and he was never appointed against 
any substantive post or vacancy of a peon in the branch. It 
is denied that the management issued appointment letter 
to the workman for the post of a part time sweeper on 
permanent basis in Branch which as already stated is a 
small rural branch. Rest of the paras are denied as 
unfounded, misconceived. The taking of the matters by 
the Union and proceedings before the ALC are not denied. 
It is stated that the workman was never appointed against 
substantive post and hence there was no Question of 
removing him or discontinuing him as peon as claimed. 
However, when permanent peon was not available on duty 
workman Balak Ram used to be deployed in place of 
permanent employed peon and he was paid on prorata 
basis. Pending posting regular vacancies one Shri Rajinder 
Singh was engaged and his employment was in accordance 
with the government guidelines to give preference to those 
who worked for 240 days during the peirod January 82 to 
December, 1990. In that view of the matter therefore while 
engaging Shri Rajindra Singh the management did not 
commit any illegality. Even otherwise the workman Balak 
Ram had not acquired any vested right to the post of a 
peon merely because he had been substituting the peon 
who was temporarily absent. Part time employees employed 
as sweepers have a right to be appointed against full time 
vacancy falling vacant in the same cadre. His claim virtually 
tentamounts to an appointment in an excadre post by virtue 
of conversion which is not permissible as per guidelines 
prescribed by the workman. Proceedings by the learned 
ALC and reference order of the Government were/are 
without any raison d’ etre. Para 17 and sub paras are 
misconceived. The contentions of the Unions are 
misconceived devoid of any substance. It is submitted 
neither the workman was employed as peon nor the 
management removed him from the post of a peon rest of • 
the paras are denied and that the workman is not entitled to 
any claim/relief as claimed. 

6. Written statement was followed by rejoinder where¬ 
in the controverted facts of the written statement were 
denied and those of the claim statement were reiterated to 
be correct. 

7. Thereafter management examined Shri Bhupender 
Chaturvedi Senior Manager (Personnel) in support of its 
case and proved his affidavit as Ex. MW1/1. After cross 
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examination management closed its evidence. Workman 
examined himself as WW1 in support of his case. 

8.1 have heard Shri Brijesh Kumar Advocate A/R for 
the workman and Shri T. C. Gupta Advocate A/R for the 
managemnet and perused the record meticulously. 

The questions which arise for consideration are : 

1. Whether the workman was entitled to be appointed 
as permanent part time sweeper and made permanent. 

2. Whether the workman was promoted to the post 
of peon as claimed. 

9. Admittedly the workman claimant was appointed 
as part time sweeper in Sub Staff cadre in Keoralia Branch 
of Bank of the respondent and he has worked from 24-4- 
82 to 20-5-94 and he has also worked occasionally as 
peon in the absence of a peon when such peon was on 
leave or absent. There is no evidence on record that the 
claimant was ever appointed as peon on substatntive/ 
permanenet vacancy of peon. Even in his statement in 
cross examination he admitted it to be correct that he was 
appointed against the permanenet part time sweeper and 
was working as such even today i.e. on 27-3-97 and he 
used to work in place of peon who ever was on leave or 
otherwise absent and he is also member of the panchayat 
of village even at present and he did not obtain any 
permission from the bank for contesting such election. 
His claim for promotion from Part Time permanent sweeper 
to thes post of peon is not maintainable for the reasons 
that there is no channel of promotion from part time 
sweeper to permanent peon. However in the circular dated 
21-8-93 issued by the respondent bank which is placed 
on record, it is mentioned that 25% of the vacancies 
accuring in the peons cadre should be reserved for being 
filled in by conversion from sweepers, farashes, 
chowkidar, etc., who have put in a munimum of five years 
of full-time service even if they may not be possessing 
requisite qualifications but may possess elementary 
literacy and give proof of ability to read Hindi/English/ 
Regional language. It is also mentioned in the circular 
whenever recruitment of peon is to be made, 25% 
vacancies should be reserved for full-time permanent 
sweepers, farashes, chowkidars, etc., who have put in a 
minimum of five years full time service, to be filled up as 
stated above. There is nothing on record to show that 
there were vacancies of temporary or permanent peon 
available for claimant or that as also on 21-8-93. He has 
only worked as part time permanent sweeper so the benefit 
of conversion of the post of peon vide the above circular, 
dated 21-8-93 is not available to the workman/claimant. 
No other rules have been shown to me that the workman 
is entitled to the promotion for the post of part time 
sweeper. So his claim for treating him from part time 
sweeper to full time permanent and confirming him as 
Peon in my view is not tenable legally in absence of any 


provision of law or rule. There is no evidence to show as 
to whether the vacancy against which the workman 
claimant has been working as a part time sweeper is liable 
to be converted as per the circular dated 23-8-93 placed 
on record. The respondent bank has also placed on record 
the letter dated 20-4-82 in respect of the appointment of 
the workman as part time permanent sweeper. This letter 
is an admitted one and can be taken into account. 
According to this letter perusal of this letter shows that 
the respondent Bank of Baroda pleased to appoint or 
engage the workman in bank service as part-time sweeper 
in subordinate cadre on l/3rd salary and allowances etc. 
in the scale of full time workman of bank from time to time 
subject to his being found medically fit. He was on 
probation for a period of six months which was liable to 
be extended at the discretion of the respondent and his 
services were liable to be terminated by one months s 
notice or on payment of a month’s pay and allowances in 
lieu of notice. And this letter dated 20-4-82 further stated 
that if, on the expiry of the period of probation, his work, 
conduct etc., are found satisfactory, and provided he was 
found medically fit, he will be confirmed in the Banks 
service. He will, however, not be entitled to subscribe to 
the staff provident fund. There is also no evidence to 
show that the workman was appointed from part time to 
full time messenger from 15-9-93 as claimed by him. 
Workman has also stated that one Rajinder Singh was 
appointed as Peon illegally on temporary basis after his 
services were discontinued which according to him 
amounts to unfair labour practice but the management 
has claimed that his appointment has been done 
according to rules. He (workman) has not averred so in 
his affidavit. So there is no evidence that any misconduct 
has been committed by engaging/appointing Shri Rajinder 
Singh. 

10. In view of the avove discussions, I hold that the 
workman is not entitled to be appointed and confirmed as 
permanent peon as claimed and the action of the 
management in not confirming him as permanent peon is 
legal and justified. Award is, thus, made. File be consigned 
to record room. 

Dated: 30-7-2207 SANT SINGH BAL, Presiding Officer 
13 3PTCT, 2007 

^rr.3IT. 2530. - sfralPl'h ferarc , 1947 (1947 

qsr i4) opt *rrci 17 ^ 4f, <*>*&<* w&k 

Ifqr ^ fa 4!^ 4^* 3^17 ^ 

4 fafe afai l pH, IWI 3tWlPl4> SlfasRST 

30/95) 'Mnl t, 

^ 13-8-2007 ^ TfFcT ?4T I 

[V. T^T-12012/350/94-341:?. 3TTC. ^t~II] 
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S.o. 2530 .— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 
30/95) of the Central Industrial Tribunal Jaipur as shown in 
the annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Punjab National 
Bank and their workman, which was received by the Central 

Government on 13-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/350/94-1R (B-Il)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ft. 7ft.3TTf.ftt 30/95 

: 4ft)7T7447, aTE 44744, ^ ^ ^ 

12012/3 50/94-3TTft 37T7. (ft).-2) f ftpft 
1-6-1995 

# 4T4ft)4 4TT4 49vcrft SKI Miz, 

4-^.ft. TFIdl^, 7M7*TT4, 3! W | R4f qR) 
tWllHICI ^T5fR, 4fRTJ7 

—3H«ff 

44R 

^4 TT4^J4T, nftiq 44H4T 3ft, 1^-5, rtr ( 

-m \*ff 

zqfwcT 

3Tfft44ft : 8ft fttarr y^lVT 
3 TTT.T^T.ft.TrTT. 

W*iF 3fa ^ : aft 37T7. 7ft. ftr 

3 T 5 imf^ 3 lkft ; ft) ft). ft. 

faTftr 33^ : 26-5-2007 

3731 ^ 

I. ^ 777447, arc zf feft ft 

ft ^4 |7T 3TT7PT 4>T fqq^ |7T -; 4]4!fft<Mul ft) 
3Tf#M4 ft<J fftffftcT 1ft4T ft tft rrt trr |ft 7 ^ 

^ W44 £RI aft ■cknftlq TTTcT 44 >m 1 44 3TF&T 
3-9-93 ^RT 4W7) 44T 4T47? ft ftft (Itot) ft) wW 
Trf^cr 4ft i? 4ft 4ft' ft arte fori Wei 4 * arfftfTRt 


ft) ftfeTT ^Ilft %ft 44 % ft 37W ftft t^TT^ ft?T 

^ I RT*ft ft) 3mft fftlft 9-3-2005 ft) ftft 47 ft rr. 
7ft. ft4 Z9f7zm 3nft afrc 47ftr ft^r 444 4^ ^ ft) fftrr 
^ i 477 ft 4^ ftp? ftftft 47 4Tft ft) ftr ft ftft zqfftrcr zft 

3TFTT ft)r ^4: ftfeT ^nft fftqT R4T ft) tr epft^j ft tjrj 

777ft 44T4<ft 47 7#P4 f f ftft<* 18-10-2006 ft) 3Pft 
ft 33R7ft. ft^T ft ZMfWd ft4R 3Tfft^R 44 4 r^r Rr 
4vtft ftj 374TR fty fftqqrr 44T i Ift# ft) fttfeg ^nft %rt 
^ 47^=11%21-4-2007 qfftftfttRTl^ft^ftsjRft ft; 

i|cTft7mftRftRft^zft-ftftTR^3ft7 7m 

5-5-2006 qfft ^ 15-5-2006 4 4 3Tlftf 4 3T17 

^4^ZR^ft?]f3pn4l3WRftft) 3ft ft ft ft -ft.ftRftf 
^T ft?T ^Tft R7 ftcRR 7?T f^T ft tt^T 

mm t^4I ^7 R^ftt zfftd 3Tfft?T ftg f^Tl4 8-5-2006 4 
tar 4 TTf I 8-5-2007 4 ^ ^ ftdfftfa zftrsm ft 

^T ft?T ^ tor T|R! TR f^ft 7ft 3TlftW37TT7 

“ 44rft7T^Rftftg 3^ ^-R^RTjf 9-3^2005 ft "R7T 7FT %, ^T 
^ ^ T ^( 334777 f^ft T|ft 3 rt: 37? ^ 

^ ' a,rc, l ^ I" 3TO[ftf yfdRr«T ft ft) T^fe 3fl9> feRT^ 
ft?T 4>7HI 377T: ftft Rftf R^R -gft 7^ | 

3. SMftf ft 1 MfflPlfft 4 ^F77't % RTftf ^ffttR £RJ ft) 
^ ^ 4JT TWTf R7JT RTR7T %4 ^Tlft ft^TT ft 
ft^ft ZZT4T T T4I f ZTRft -jfft ft ft^ ^ftq ^rj 
44fcr 37R777 ^RJ ^ft ft fft^ rri 

^ ^1^4 4?T 4T7 Rft 7nf4rT RRTRf RRT ft J ftft ft 
4ft 4PTT W4^lf % ft) quftqiel 3Mftf ^RT ft) 
t 47 ftlf TT^TRTft^T 37fRRft) 7^f f j 
f7fft ^77hr ^5 fftftR RTRTTf 
4lft I 

4. ftft W77 R7 417 Iftqi I ftt ReT ft fftn ^ftq ^ 7TT^R 

ftt Rfff RRK4 % Rfftf ft) for ^jft 

4tTT fft4 ft 4T77T %ft qfft ft 3TT^T 3Mftf ^RT 

*ITft fftft 4ft f 3^7 Tjft ft fftR fftftR RTjft ft fftir RRJ 

Rift ft) fftn RT I ftft ft 3T37mf P7T 4Tf77T 3TT^T tftfft 

3-9-93 34ft ^RI 4ft fftRf 77^11 47 mftf ft)| 
7TF7T |7T Wtf ft 41«T4 ft 3JP7T 44 3Tf^44ft f | 374; 
ft^ 7T7447 £TTI ftft 4ft 44 T47 fft4 R477 fftn '4T4I f ; 

‘ <T ™ ^457 ft W44 ft 37^7! fftlft 

3-9-93 'glTT 4rft art q<.n4)q Vuyi, RRrrfft 4 ^T ^rrr) rrj 

^rft 4ft 4>i4qi5t zfftr 4qf' ^4 f I TUftf 44| 7TF4 
4ft 44 37fftRft 4ft f |” 

4^4 4447T Tift, ^RTRTRftr 
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2531.- 3feftfi | 4> ^ STfafWT, 1947 (1947 

cR 14) ^ SfTCT 17 ^ 31^<u| ^ 3P> 

if&n ^ tees: ^4=t>kT 

Tf faf^Si aflfiftpRi' faefT^ "3 TTRHT 3<Wlf'l«=h 
stfwni, 3.-2 M ^ TO (*M WIT 111/2005) ^ 
Uchlftld «FTrft t, ^ cfcsfa FfRTR ^ 13-8-2007 ^ 

^3TT «TT I 

[TT. T^f-12012/71/2005-3TT# 3 TR(rMD] 
tiff's! ^>hk, srf^Rnrt 
New Delhi, the 13th August, 2007 
S.O. 2531. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 111/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Laour Court, No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management. of 
Bank of India and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 13-8-2007. 

[No. H2012/71/2005-IR (B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDIN G OFFICER CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL CUM 
LABOUR COURT, NEW DELHI 

PRESDING OFFICER: R.N.RAI. 

I.D. NO. 11/2005 

PRESENT: Sh. J. Buther —1 st Party 

Sh. Rajat Arora —2nd Party 

In the matter of:— 

Sh. Suresh Chand, 

BG-6/10-C, Paschim Vihar, 

New Delhi-110063 

Versus 

The Zonal Manager, 

Bank of India (New Delhi Zone), 

Level-V, Tower-I, Jeevan Bharti Building, 

Connaught Circus, 

New Delhi-110 001. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-l 2012/71/ 
2005IR [(BII)] Central Government 01-09-2005 has referred 
the following point' for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether discharging the services of the workman 
Shri Suresh Chand from the management of Bank of 
India is just, fair and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from which date.” 

The workman applicant has filed statement of claim. 
In the statement of claim it has been stated that the workman 
was appointed as a staff clerk in Bank of India on 4-7-1983 


and at all times relevant to the present dispute, his service 
conditions were governed by the provisions of the Sastry 
Award, as modified in the Desai Award and as further 
modified in the BPS entered into between the management 
of various banks including Bank of India and their workmen 
from time to time. 

That the Bank of India is a nationalized Bank and a 
statutory corporation, created by Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970 (Act 
No. 5 of 1970) and is, therefore, a “State” within the meaning 
of Article 12 of the Constitution of India and has 
constitutional duty to act fairly and equitably vis a vis all 
its employees in accordance with Articles 14 and 16 of the 
Constitution. 

That in August, 2003 when the workman was posted 
at Bakhtawarpur Branch of the Bank, he was placed under 
suspension by an order dated 14-08-2003 issued by Chief 
Manager and Disciplinary Authority at New Delhi, Zonal 
Office of the Bank. 

That the said Chief Manager and Disciplinary 
Authority subsequently issued a charge-sheet dated 
08-09-2003 to the workman, simultaneously instituting a 
departmental inquiry against him with the appointment of 
an Inquiry Officer to hold the inquiry by an order of the 
same date. 

That the Inquiry Officer commenced the inquiry on 
01-10-2003 which was concluded on 24-11-2003, whereafter 
the Presenting officer of the management and the defence 
representative of the workman submitted their respective 
written arguments to the Inquiry Officer. 

That the Disciplinary Authority then issued to the 
workman a show cause punishment notice dated 

14- 1-2004 enclosing therewith a copy of the findings of the 
Inquiry Officer dated 15-12-2003, thereby holding the charge 
against the workman as proved and asking the workman to 
show cause why the punishment of discharge from service, 
as proposed in the above notice, should not be given to 
him. Copies of the aforesaid show cause punishment notice 
dated 14-01-2004 and findings of the Inquiry Officer dated 

15- 12-2003 are being enclosed as Annexure W/IV and W/5 
respectively hereto. 

That the workman appeared before the Disciplinary 
Authority on 22-01-2004 and made his written and oral 
submissions against the order of proposed punishment. 
Thereafter the disciplinary authority passed the punishment 
order dated 24-01-2004. 

That the workman then preferred an appeal to the 
Appellate Authority of the Bank on 13-03-2004 against the 
punishment order of the disciplinary authority which was 
heard on 01-05-2004, whereafter the appellate authority 
passed orders dated 07-05-2004, thereby dismissing the 
appeal of the workman. Copies of the appeal of the 
workman, his submissions made before the Appellate 
Authority on 01-05-2004 and order of the Appellate 
Authority dated 07-05-2004 are being enclosed as Annexure 
W/7, W/8 & W/9 respectively hereto. 

That aggrieved by the rejection of his appeal by the 
Appellate Authority the workman sent a representation 
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dated 30-11-2004 to the Chairman of the Bank, for 
reconsideration of the punishment given to him, followed 
by a reminder letter dated 27-12-2004, copies of which are 
being enclosed as Annexure W/10 & W/ll respectively 
hereto. 

That as the above representation of the workman to 
the Chairman of the Bank evoked no response or reply 
from him, the workman was left with no option but to raise 
the present dispute in the matter before ALC(C), New Delhi. 

That the facts of the case being as briefly stated 
hereinabove, the workman submits that the action of the 
management of Bank of India in discharging the workman 
from service w.e.f. 24-01-2004 is illegal, unfair and 
unjustified. 

In the present case, the disciplinary authority had 
instituted the inquiry simultaneously with the issual of 
chargesheet without/before giving the prescribed 
opportunity to the workman. Hence the very institution of 
the inquiry was invalid. In support of his above submission, 
the workman refers to a judgment of Orissa High Court 
(DB) in Bhaskar Patra Vs. Punjab and Sind Bank (reported 
m 2000 -1 - LLI802), where after discussing the provisions 
of Clause 19.1 ofthe BPS, it has been held that “if a particular 
procedure is laid down for initiating disciplinary inquiry, 
the same has to be scrupulously followed.” 

That there are another fatal infirmity is in the 
institution of the inquiry in the present case in as much as 
that the disciplinary authority had neither disclosed in the 
chargesheet the evidence, if any, on the basis of which he 
ad framed the charge against the workman, nor had it 
annexed to the chargesheet any list of such evidences 
which showed that it had framed the charge without 
considering any evidence in its support. It is submitted 
that a charge can be lramed against an employee only when 
there is some evidence with the disciplinary authority 
sufficient to frame the charge. In State of UP Vs. Bashistha 
Narain Singh (reported in 1973 Lab I. Cases 717, the High 
Court of Allahabad has held that non-disclosure in the 
chargesheet of the information about the evidence to be 
used against the delinquent in support of the charges 
amounts to denial of a reasonable opportunity to defend 
himself effectively. 

In fact the disciplinary authority had decided to 
institute inquiry against the workman without giving him 
the opportunity of giving explanation to the charge framed 
against him, which was evident from the fact that it had 
even appointed the Inquiry Officer on the day the inquiry 
was instituted. It has been held by Orissa High Court in 
Neelkanth Sahu Vs. Registrar Co-op. Societies (1978 
Lab - I Cases - 1530) that appointment of Inquiry Officer 
cannot be made without first obtaining the statement of 
defence of the charged employee to the chargesheet and 
considering the same. 

Had the disciplinary authority been fair enough to 
give oppdrtunity to the workman to give his explanation as 
to the charge against him, he could have, by his explanation, 
tried to convince the disciplinary authority that he was 
innocent of the charge and there was no justification for 


subjecting him to a disciplinary inquiry. The denial of such 
opportunity to the workman ,was therefore, also manifestly 
violative of the principles of natural justice. 

That the facts of the case being as briefly stated 
hereinbefore, the workman submits that the action of the 
Management of Bank of India in discharging the workman 
from service w.e.f. 24-01-04 is illegal, unfair and unjustified 
on the following, among other GROUNDS. 

Because the very institution of the enquiry against 
the workman by the Management was illegal in as much as 
that no opportunity was given to him by the Disciplinary 
Authority for giving his explanation as to the charge 
against him before instituting the enquiry, which omission 
on the part of the Disciplinary Authority was in 
contravention of the provisions of the Bipartite Settlement 
dated 19-10-66 and also in violation of the principles of 
natural justice. 

“An employee against whom disciplinary action is 
proposed or likely to be taken shall be given a charge- 
sheet, clearly setting forth the circumstances appearing 
against him and a date shall be fixed for enquiry, sufficient 
time being given to him to prepare and give his explanation. 

In the Present case, the Disciplinary Authority had 
instituted the enquiry simultaneously with the issual of 
chare-sheet without/before giving the prescribed 
opportunity to the workman. Hence, the very institution 
of the enquiry was invalid. In support of his above 
submission, the workman refers to a judgement of Orissa 
High Court (DB)in Bhaskar Patra V. Punjab & Sindh Bank 
(reported in 2000-I-LLJ-802), where after discussing the 
provisions of Clause 19.1 ofthe Bipartite Settlement, it has 
been held that “If a particular procedure is laid down for 
initiating disciplinary enquiry, the same has to be 
scrupulously followed.” 

Because there was another fatal infirmity in the 
institution of the enquiry in the present case in as much as 
that the Disciplinary Authority had neither disclosed in 
the chargesheet the evidence, if any on the basis of which 
he had framed the charge against the workman, nor had it 
annexed to the charg-sheet any list of such evidences, 
which showed that it had framed the charge without 
considering any evidence in its support. It is submitted 
that a charge can be framed against an employee only when 
there is some evidence with the Disciplinary Authority 
sufficient to frame the charge. In State of UP v. Bashistha 
Narain Singh (reported in 1973-Lab. I.Cases 717), the High 
Court of Allahabad has held that non disclosure in the 
charge-sheet of the information about the evidence to be 
used against the delinquent in support of the charges 
amounts to denial of a reasonable opportunity to defend 
himself effectively. 

Because in fact, the Disciplinary Authority had 
decided to institute enquiry against the workman without 
giving him the opportunity of giving explanation to the 
charge framed against him, which was evident from the 
fact that it had even appointed the Enquiry Officer on the 
day the enquiry was instituted. It has been held by Orissa 
High Court in Nelkanth Sahu V. Registrar Co.op. Societies 
(1978-Lab I. Cases-1530) that appointment of Enquiry 
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Officer cannot be made without first obtaining the statement 
of defence of the charged employee to the charge-sheet 
and considering the same. Because had the Disciplinary 
Authority been fair enough to give opportunity to the 
workman to give his explanation as to the charge against 
him, he could have, by his explanation, tried to convince 
the Disciplinary Authority that he was innocent of the 
charge and there was no justification for subjecting him to 
a disciplinary enquiry. The denial of such opportunity to 
the workman was, therefore, also manifestly violative of 
the principles of natural justice. 

Because when the very institution of enquiry against 
the workman by the Disciplinary Authority was invalid, as 
brought out in the preceding grounds (A) to (D), the enquiry 
subsequently held by the Enquiry Officer, his findings and 
the orders passed by the Disciplinary Authority on the 
basis of such enquiry also stood vitiated. 

Because in the absence of any evidence in support 
of the charge having been decided by the Disciplinary 
Authority at the time of framing the charge, the enquiry 
was allowed by the Enquiry Officer to proceed solely on 
the basis of the evidence decided by the Presenting Officer 
of the Management after the institution of the enquiry, 
which was neither proper nor permissible inasmuch as that 
the function of the Presenting Officer was limited only to 
present the case of the Management on the basis of 
evidence to be decided by the chargce-sheeting Authority 
at the time of framing the charge. It is stated that the framing 
of the charge by the charge-sheeting Authority without 
considering/deciding any evidence in support thereof and 
leaving it to another person to decide such evidence 
afterwards was like putting the cart before the horse and, 
therefore, the enquiry conducted on the basis of evidence 
decided by a person other than the charge-sheeting/ 
Disciplinary Authority was most improper and suffered 
from a fatal legal infirmity. 

Because though the workman had submitted to the 
Enquiry Officer a list of 7 documents to be called from the 
Management to enable him to effectively cross-examine 
the Management witnesses, but the Enquiry Officer allowed 
only two of these documents to be produced and arbitrarily 
disallowed the production on the remaining documents 
with a cryptic order that these were not relevant for the 
enquiry, without adducing a single reason as to why the 
same were not considered relevant for the enquiry by him. 
It is stated that as the non-production of these disallowed 
documents which included the preliminary investigation 
report came in the way of the workman to effectively cross- 
examine the Management witnesses, the enquiry was clearly 
held in violation of the principles of natural justice. 

Because the Enquiry Officer took no steps to cause 
producton of any official from the Nationalised Bank 
Employees (S.E.) Coop. N. A. Thrift & Credit Society to 
prove the gravement of the charge against.the workman 
that the signature of the Bank Officer on the No-objection 
Certificate-cum-Undertaking was forged by the workman 
and thus deprived the workman of vital opportunity of 
disproving the said charge, which the workman could have 
done on cross examination of such official of the said 
Society. 


Though the onus to prove the charge framed against 
the workman by the Disciplinary Authority lay on the 
Management, but the Enquiry Officer, instead of first 
showing in his findings as to how the charge was proved 
against the workman from the evidence produced by the 
Management in the enquiry, adopted a reverse approach 
by finding fault in the defence of the workman against the 
charge, which showed the biased attitude of the Enquiry 
Officer in recording his findings. 

Though the workman had denied the charge at the 
very commencement of the enquiry, the Enquiry Officer 
tried to prove the charge in his findings by relying on 
evidence which was not legally admissible i.e. ‘the photo 
stat copy of the No-objection Certificate-cum-Undertaking 
received by the Management from the Society. The Enquiry 
Officer ignored the well-accepted principle of law that no 
finding can be based on the photostat copy of a document 
whether the signature of person appearing on such 
photostat copy has been made by the person concerned 
or has been forged by some other person. Even a 
handwriting expert cannot base his opinion on photostat 
copy of a document to identify a signature appearing 
thereon. In the present case, it was the case of the 
Management that the No-objection Certificate-cum 
Undertaking which was given by the workman to the Society 
had forged signature of Bank’s Officer, Mr. K.S. Mehra, 
whereas the defence of the workman was that he had 
submitted the said document to the society, without the 
signature of any officer of the Bank. So unless the original 
of this document was called for from the Society and 
produced in the enquiry, it could not be ascertained as to 
whether the document was signed by the officer concerned 
or whether the signature of that officer on the said document 
had been forged by some one and if so, by whom it had 
been forged. However, neither the Management nor 
Enquiry Officer took any steps to cause the production of 
the original No-objection Certificate-cum-Undertaking and 
the Enquiry Officer simply relied on photostat copy of the 
said document to give a finding that the workman had 
obtained loan from the Society on the basis of the said 
document which had the forged signature of the Bank 
Officer, Mr. K.S. Mehra. 

When neither of the two witnesses of Management 
who were examined in the enquiry had identified the 
writings on the said No-objcction Certificate-cum- 
Undertaking to be those of the workman, nor had they 
testified that the signature of K. S. Mehra appearing thereon 
had been made in the writing of the workman and when, in 
fact, there was absolutely no other evidence to the above 
effects, the findings of the Enquiry Officer, holding the 
charge against the workman as proved was manifestly 
perverse for the reason of not being based on any 
substantive, reliable or legally admissible evidence of the 
Management. 

Because though the workman had at the time of 
showing cause against the orders of proposed punishment 
brought out sufficient mitigating/extenuating circumstances 
including his past clean and unblemished record justifying 
reduction in the proposed punishment, but the Disciplinary 
Authority did not consider these submissions of the 
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workman while passing the punishment order, thereby 
disregarding the following provisions of clause 19.12 @ of 
the Bipartite Settlement “ 19.12@ - In awarding punishment 
by way of disciplinary action, the authority concerned shall 
take into account the gravity of misconduct, the previous 
record, if any, of the employee and other aggravating or 
extenuating circumstances, that may exist.” 

Because though at the time of personal hearing of 
his appeal, the workman had pointed out before the 
Appellate Authority that in number of cases of the 
employees of the Bank, who had been proceeded against 
departmentally on identical charges, they were let off with 
the punishment of reduction of pay in the time scale and 
had pleaded for being meted out the same treatment in the 
matter of punishment, but the Appellate Authority 
altogether omitted to consider the aforesaid plea of the 
workman, nor did it give any reason in its order dated 
7-5-04 as to why the above most reasonable plea of the 
workman was not acceptable to it. 

The closed-minded approach of the Management to 
the demand of the workman for justice and equitable 
treatment is borne out from the fact that although even 
after the order of the Appellate Authority, the workman 
had submitted a representation dated 30-12-04 to the 
Chairman of the Bank for undoing the discrimination meted 
out to him in the matter of quantum of punishment and for 
reducing the punishment of discharge form service given 
to him to one of reduction of pay, as given in identical 
cases, but the Chairman of the Bank did not even reply to 
the above representation of the workman, nor did he convey 
any reason to the workman as to why the workman had 
been singled out for being given the drastic punishment of 
termination of service while other workmen of the Bank, 
facing identical charges, had been let off with the lesser 
punishment ot reduction in pay. It is stated that in his 
above representation dated 30-11-04 to the Chairman of 
the Bank the workman had cited the following 7 cases in 
which the employees concerned were proceeded apainst 
with departmental enquiries on identical charge as levelled 
against the workman, but in their cases, the Management 
had decided to award to them the punishment of reduction 
of pay by a few stages in the time scale. 

Shri Vijay Mehra, Special Assistant, Industrial 
Finance, New Delhi Branch. Shri Kishore Chowdhary, 
Computer Operator, Asaf Ali Road, New Delhi Branch. Shri 
Jagdish Mathur, Staff Subordinate, Karol Bagh, New Delhi 
Branch. Shri Ashok Kumar, Lajpat Nagar, New Delhi Branch. 
Shri Rajbir Singh, Lajpat Nagar, New Delhi Branch. Shri 
Ashok Kumar, Okhla Industrial Area, New Delhi Branch. 
Shri Sarbjit Singh, Pachsheel, New Delhi Branch. After citing 
the aforesaid 7 cases in his representation dated 30-11- 
2004, the workman had pleaded therein that the Bank being 
a Nationalised Bank has a constitutional obligation to give 
equal treatment to all its employees and could not 
discriminate among similarly situated employees and that 
since the charge against him was similar, he should not be 
discriminated against in the matter of punishment. However, 
the Chairman of the Bank preferred to keep discrete silence 
on the workman s above representation, which shows that 


the Management or the bank was unable to justify the 
hostile discrimination meted out to the workman, which is 
all the more glaring because the charge in the case of the 
workman was not even proved by any substantative, 
admissible evidence of Management in the enquiry. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that the claimant- 
workman Shri Suresh Chand during his tenure with the 
management bank was posted as Clerk-cum-Cashier at 
the office of Jhandewalan Currency Chest from 31-01- 
2000 to 29-08-2002. He applied for sanction of loan of 
Rs.l Lac to the Nationalised Bank Employees SE Co¬ 
operative NA Thrift and Co-operative Society Limited, 
Rohtak and submitted a.No objection Certificate to them 
purported to be issued by the Officer-in Charge of the 
Bank, Jhandewalan Currency Chest for sanction of the 
loan. The No-objection Certificate contained an 
undertaking for deduction of monthly installments by the 
bank. It was revealed that the said undertaking/NOC 
contained the forged signatures of the Officer-in-Charge, 
Jhandewalan Currency Chest. 

That looking to the serious nature of misconduct 
which was fraudulent in nature and reflected upon the 
integrity of the workman Shri Suresh Chand, he was placed 
under suspension vide orders dated 14-08-2003 and 
disciplinary action was initiated against him in accordance 
with the provisions of the BPS governing his services 
condition and a charge-sheet dated 08-09-2003 was issued 
to him. The workman was given ample opportunities during 
the course of the inquiry proceedings to put forth his 
defence. The Inquiry Offcer after conduct of the 
departmental inquiry submitted his report dated 15-12-2003 
and the charges levelled against the workman were held 
proved. The claimant was granted a personal hearing by 
the disciplinary authority on 22-01-2004 and thereafter a 
punishment of discharge from service with superannuation 
benefits and without dis-qualification for future 
employment was imposed upon him vide orders dated 
24-01-2004.The claimant had also preferred an appeal before 
the appellate authority. The appellate authority after 
considering the said appeal has rejected the same and 
confirmed the orders of the disciplinary authority vide 
orders dated 07-05-2004. It is stated that the action of the 
management in the holding of the inquiry as well as the 
imposition of punishment by the disciplinary authority was 
done in accordance with the principles of natural justice 
and full opportunity was given to the claimant workman to 
defend his case. The action was initiated and was 
concluded against the workman in terms of the provisions 
of the BPS. The act of misconduct committed by the claimant 
were serious and grave in nature and reflected on the 
integrity of the claimant. The management has been 
considerate enough inasmuch as all the superannuation 
benefits have been granted to him and the action of the 
management may be upheld as such and the reference be 
answered accordingly. 

It is a matter of record that the management bank is a 
nationalised bank and is a State within the meaning of 
Article 12 of the Constitution of India. It is stated that the 
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management had acted fairly and in accordance with the 
provisions of service regulations. 

It is a matter of record that the claimant was placed 
under suspension vide orders dated 14-08-2003. It is a 
matter of record that a chargesheet dated 08-09-2003 was 
issued to the claimant and the Inquiry Officer was 
appointed by the management. It is a matter of record that 
the inquiry against the claimant had been concluded. The 
claimant had participated in the inquiry and was represented 
by his defence representative. It is a matter of record that 
the personal hearing was given to the claimant workman 
by the disciplinary authority of the bank. 

It is a matter of record that the claimant wortanan 
preferred an appeal against the orders of the Disciplinary 
Authority to the Appellate Authority and the Appellate 
Authority has rejected the same. The Appellate Authority 
had considered the submissions made by the claimant in 
his appeal and the Appellate Authority orders has been 
passed after due application of mind. 

It is further pointed out that there is no provision for 
review under the regulations after the decision of the 
Appellate Authority which is available to the claimant. The 
Disciplinary Authority and the Appellate Authority had 
considered the entire aspects of the case of the claimant 
including the inquiry records and thereafter appropriate 
orders were passed. 

It is stated that the action of the management bank in 
discharging the workman vide orders dated 24-01-2004 is 
legal and just and the orders have been passed in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice and in 
accordance with the regulations applicable to the workman. 

It is stated that the charges levelled and proved against 
the claimant were grave and serious in nature and the 
respondent bank could not keep in its employment a person 
of such dubious character and lacking in integrity. 

It is stated that the provisions of the BPS being matter 
of record are not disputed. It is stated that the disciplinary 
action was initiated against the claimant in terms of the 
provisions of the BPS and according to the provisions of 
the service conditions applicable to him. It is stated that 
the claimant was given an opportunity to put forth his 
explanation in writing in response to the charge sheet. 

It is stated that there has been no violation of 
provision of clause 19.1 of the BPS. It is a matter of record 
that the orders passed by the disciplinary authority have 
been passed after due application of mind and after giving 
due opportunity to the claimant during the inquiry 
proceedings. 

It is submitted that the case of Bhaskar Parta would 
not be applicable in the facts and circumstances of the 
present case. In that case the petitioner was suspended on 
the basis of the vigilance report and the orders of 
suspension did not give any reasons for suspension. It is 
submitted that the procedure as laid down have been 
followed in the present case and there has been no deviation 


from the same. Moreover, while issuing the memorandum 
dated 08-09-2003 under para 3 (a) the claimant was given 
an opportunity to submit his explanation to the charges. It 
is further pointed out that while placing him under 
suspension the alleged acts of omission on his part were 
duly brought to his notice. 

It is submitted that the chargesheet dated 08-09-2003 
was issued to the claimant and the same was issued in 
accordance with the regulations. All reasonable 
opportunity was given to the claimant during the course of 
the inquiry and as such no prejudice has been caused to 
him It is stated that during the course of the inquiry before 
the commencement of the evidence of the witnesses, the 
list of documents and witnesses were duly given to the 
workman alongwith the photocopies of documents. The 
witnesses were examined thereafter on the date of hearing, 
as such all opportunities were given in accordance with 
the provisions of principles of natural justice and no 
prejudice was caused to the workman to defend himself. 

It is submitted that the inquiry was constituted in 
terms of the service regulations applicable to the workman 
and during the course of the inquiry reasonable and 
sufficient opportunity was granted to the claimant to prove 
his defence. That vide the memorandum dated 08-09-2003 
under para 3 (a) the claimant was given an opportunity to 
submit his explanation to the charges. Even while placing 
him under suspension, the alleged omissions on his part 
were duly brought to the notice of the claimant. 

It is submitted that there has been no violation of 
principles of natural justice as alleged. The Inquiry Officer 
has given his findings finding the claimant workman guilty 
of the charges and hence appropriate disciplinary action 
has been taken against the claimant workman. The claimant 
was given sufficient and reasonable opportunity and no 
prejudice has been caused to him. 

It is stated that during the course of the inquiry the 
claimant was given a reasonable and sufficient opportunity 
to prove his case and as such the allegation made are wrong 
and vehemently denied. 

It is submitted that the inquiry has been conducted 
in accordance with the provisions of BPS and all possible 
and reasonable opportunity were provided to the claimant 
during the departmental proceedings. There has been no 
violation of principles of natural justice. 

It is stated that the inquiry proceedings were 
conducted in accordance with the provisions of regulations 
and there has been no prejudice which has been caused to 
the claimant workman by the conduct of the inquiry 
proceedings. The ctaimant was provided all possible 
opportunities in the inquiry proceedings to bring out his 
defence and thereafter appropriate disciplinary action has 
been taken against him. In fact the defence representative 
of the claimant made a statement before the Inquiry Officer 
on 17-11-2003 that he does not want to submit any 
documents/witnesses in the inquiry. A statement by the 
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charged workman (claimant) was given on 24-11-2003 
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doc„m' n ,' SUbmi ,“ e , d tl,al a " ,he rel <™"> and necessary 
document as replied upon in the inquiry proceedings were 

was provTded°to h - C ' a, ™f n ' workma " or inspection thereof 
reauesTof th, , 1 S Stated that “sequent upon the 
he |S „/h Cla,nlan, 1 he wa a provided with the copy of 
the list of documents rehed upon by the Presenting Officer 
m support o the charges as well as the list oSS 

OsVo 2003 Th P e Pa , rem fr ° ra lhe P r »« ed '"gs dated 
UO iu 2003. The claimant workman was also given an 

in P his defence P Th f °i th ^ of document ^ witnesses 

relevLcvofth^H ° fficer has e *™ed the 

relevancy of the documents, has allowed all the documents 

which were found relevant for the purpose of the deTe nC e 

to he Educed and only those documents which were not 

considered relevant were not allowed, to be produced There 

to he C w P Ti iCC WhatSoever which has been caused 

proceedin^^The copies of ,t 7*“* ° f S “ Ch ^ 

1 • f ^ . . c °P ies ot the documents which were 

inched attend qUlry ° ffiCer Were n0t al a " Levant and 
included attendance register of the Branch, copy of the No 

bjection Certificate issued by the bank to any other staff 

member, copy of the loan documents by any otoer stff 

respect 'f ere ,rreIevan ^ 10 toe°inquiryrirl 

InquiG Officer a ” d h Ae 

witnesses 5 conside^d ' hal *“ "* releVanl and "pessary 
imesses considered necessary for proving the charts 

were produced by the management during the course of 

he inquiry. It is submitted tha. I, is no. fo? the defence to 

ht ret? tr ° m the mana gement side I, is "Sed 

any officlatoTft^'T'K''^ any ° CCaSi ° n to ca " for 
h S0Clety he could have produced the 
same as his defence witness. It is stated that the charges 

a e been proved against the claimant in view of fhe 

rerd m u e D n onit, a t h Wel1 ‘ • "* ° ra ‘ evidence which has b «n 
retied upon in the inquiry proceedings. 

been nr* * ed that the char S es against the claimant have 

has been signed byThri K.s'Sra! ttTa^lnch^/ 

any undertaking (Exhibi t MD 7). e 

, , ", is sla,ed ‘hat the Inquiry Officer’s findings are 

mfnd nT and ha 7 been made afler du « applicatfon of 
The Inquiry Officer has considered the documents 

bi ™ a " d thereafter 

Inqu^ Officer a „d hatl therettfler imposed the punishmem 

of discharge upon the claimant/workman. 

its mind h Stated t ! ,at - thC disci P lina ry authority had applied 
mind by considering the report of the Inquiry Officer as 


We , H aS th ? evidence bought before the Inquiry Officer 

and fust 0 and r the disci P Ii «ary authority are legal 

and^ust and have been passed after due application of 

order that before issuance of the punishment 

der a show- cause punishment dated 14.01.2004 was 

issued to the claimant/workman in which he was asked to 

give his reply. A copy of the findings of the Inquiry Officer 

was also made available to him. 4 y 

the It . 1S . Stated that the orde rs of punishment passed by 
the disciplinary authority dated 24-01-2004 are legal and 
just anti have been passed after due application of mind 
nronl If '!l ary aUlhorily has considered Che reply to the 
Crtaan a^T CaU , Se t, n ° liCe givCn by ,he claimant/ 
been^ass^d " V ' hur ° a “ Cr a PP‘°P™'e orders have 

" ls submitted that the Appellate Authority has also 
considered the various submissions raised by the claimant/ 

sutodlTrlhT 8 , ! ,epe f rsonal hearin « as also ihe appeal 
the r y f™' ‘ ISafler consld eration of all ihe above 

passed bv°meT am | ‘ haI a PP r °P riale orders have been 
passed by ‘be disciplinary authority and the same have 

been confirmed by Ihe appellate authority. The Appellate 
Authority has also applied its mind through ihe various 
contentions raised by the claimant/workman The orders 
are reasonable and just and are speaking older! 

renardbl'n rf the Cla '. manl had onl y ma de vague submissions 

SmLhnIT ' N ° ex,enuali "8 circumstances 
ere brought to Ihe notice of the Appellate Authority and 

hence .he appeal preferred by ,he claimant was r^d 

It is pointed out that after the decision of the ADnellate 
Authority there is no provision for review and hence the 
represematton daied 30-11-2004 has no value All plssille 
.." d r , easonable opportunities had already been given to 
the da,mam ,n the inquiry and also by toe discipfinai! 
authortty as well as by the appellate authority. As regard! 
he vanousteases cited by the applicant, it is apparentfrom 
the said submission that the applicant was aware that such 
acts constitutes acts of misconduct and despito being m 
£ know-how he has committed the misconduct which in 

c & ase ofThli R ^ and u Cann0 ' be cond “* d - 1" similar 
ase ol Shri Rajbir Smgh he has been imposed the 

thm 1 ^ mCnt °! dlsmissal from service which is more severe 
h the punishment of being discharged from service. 

1118 ^erefore prayed that the present reference mav 

was' rTspotiblTf'” °‘ mana 8 emCTI - The claimant 
was responsible for grave acts of misconduct and 

approp^te dtscp'mary action has been taken against hinf 

■ .s therefore prayed that the present claim may be 

answered m favour of the management. ’ 

The workman/applicant has filed rejoinder In the 

X'mem he ,T T tmed the averme nts of his claim 

statement it m ° SI ° f the P aras of ‘be written 

Dara!lri,h/, | mana8emtn ' baS also denied '""St of the 
paras ot the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken 
papere on toe reco rtf' fmm S ^ S P "^ d 
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It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
the Disciplinary Authority has instituted an inquiry 
simultaneously with the issuance of the chargesheet before 
giving opportunity to the workman. According to the 
provisions of the BPS 19.1 and 19.12 an explanation from 
the employee should be called for before issuing 
chargesheet. The circumstances appearing against him 
should be set out in the show cause notice. Evedence to 
be adduced against the workman and it should be spelt out 
in the chargesheet itself. Non-disclosure in the chargesheet 
about the evidence adduced against the delinquent and 
support of the charges amounts to denial of reasonable 
opportunity to defend himself effectively. 

The workman has relied on 2000 ILU 802 and 1973 
Lab I cases 717 and 1530. 

It is not necessary always to issue show cause as to 
why charges should not be framed and it should be given in 
every misconduct always. It depends on the nature of the 
misconduct and gravity of the misconduct. Inquiry can be 
instituted along with charges in case the charge is based on 
documentary e vidence and the misconduct is of grave nature. 
In the instant case the allegation is that the workman forged 
the signature of Mr. Mehra, an Officer of the bank for obtaining 
loan from the Thrift Credit Society. It must have come to 
the notice of the bank that the signature of the Officer has 
been forged. In such chargesheet can be straightaway 
issued and inquiry can be simultaneously instituted. The 
case law cited by the management is not applicable. No 
explanation is required for the alleged act of forgery. 

The workman has not shown as to what prejudice 
was caused by not calling for explanation from him and by 
not disclosing the evidence to be adduced against him. 
The only document to be used in evidence is the loan form 
on which signature of Mr. Mehra has been allegedly forged. 
Mr. Mehra is the only witness to depose that the loan 
application form does not bear his signature and his 
signature has been forged. So in this particular 
circumstance of this case non-disclosure of evidence has 
not caused any prejudice to the workman applicant. 

The case law cited are not applicable in the facts and 
circumstance of the present case There is no fatal infirmity 
in the institution of the inquiry and serving of the 
chargesheet simultaneously as no prejudice has been 
caused to the workman. 

It was further submitted that the workman has called 
for list of 7 documents from the management to enable him 
to effectively cross-examine the management witness but 
the Enquiry Officer allowed only 2 of the documents to be 
produced and arbitrarily dis-allowed the production of the 
remaining documents with cryptic order that these were 
not relevant for the inquiry. 

It was submitted that due to the non-production of 
these documents the workman could not effectively cross- 
examine the management witnesses. 

It was further submitted that the Enquiry Officer did 
not base his findings on the evidence produced by the 
management in the inquiry, but he has opted a reverse 


approach by finding fault in the defence of the workman 
and found the charges proved by admitting illegal 
documents just as photocopy of no objection certificate 
cum undertaking received by the management from the 
society. Photocopies are not admissible in evidence. 

It was further submitted that the workman has simply 
signed the loan application form and the handwriting expert 
has based his opinion on photocopy of document to 
identify the signature appearing thereon. The original 
document was not produced in the inquiry. 

Mr. Mehra, bank officer has been examined by the 
management and he has deposed after seeing the signature 
that it was not his signature. A witness can identify even 
his photocopy signature. The other documents are not 
material. 

In the instant case the management has taken the 
report of the handwriting expert. The workman had 
opportunity to move application for summoning the original 
documents and get the disputed signature compared with 
the admitted signature but no such application has been 
filed. The management has examined the handwriting expert. 
The workman has cross examined the witnesses, so 
sufficient opportunity to the workman has been given. 

In a domestic inquiry the strict and sophisticated 
rules of evidence under the Evidence Act may not apply 
and the Enquiry Officer can give finding only on the 
testimony of a solitary witness. In the instant case 2 (two) 
witnesses have been examined. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that sufficient opportunity was given to the workman to 
cross examine the witnesses. He was given opportunity to 
produce his own defence evidence. The Disciplinary 
Authority gave him show cause notice. The Appellate 
Authority also gave him show cause notice. The orders 
have been passed by the D.A after taking into account the 
grounds mentioned by the workman in his objection. 

From perusal of the inquiry record it becomes quite 
obvious that sufficient opportunity has been given to the 
workman. Principles of natural justice have been observed 
during the course of inquiry. 

It was further submitted that the workman has 
mentioned sufficient mitigating and extenuating 
circumstances including his past claim and un-blemished 
record justifying reduction in the proposed punishment 
but the AA gave no consideration. 

It was submitted that during the personal hearing of 
the appeal the workman pointed out to the Appellate 
Authority that in a number of cases of the employees of 
the bank have been proceed against departmentally on 
identical charges. They were let off with the punishment of 
reduction of pay in the time scale. The workman has also 
pleaded before the Appellate Authority that he should be 
meted out the same treatment with the matter of punishment 
but the Appellate Authority altogether omitted to consider 
the aforesaid plea of the workman and it was not mentioned 
in the appellate order. The approach of the management is 
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close minded just as equitable treatment has not been given 
to the workman. 

It is true, that the workman has submitted in appeal to 
the AA that the punishment of discharge from service 
should be modified and these should be order for reduction 
of pay as given in identical cases. There is no mention in the 
appellate order as to why the workman has been given 
punishment of discharge while the other workmen of the 
bank facing identical charges have been let off of with the 
lesser punishment with reduction in pay. The workman has 
cited thencase of 4 employees who were proceeded against 
on identical charges but the management has ordered of 
reduction of pay by a few stage in the time scale. 

The workman has given the name of the employee 
proceeded against viz. S/Shri Vijay Mehra, Special 
Assistant, Kishorc Ch., Computer Operator, Jagdish 
Mathus, Staff Subordinate, Ashok Kumar, Rajbir Singh 
and Shri Sarabjit Singh. 

The management has filed copies of chargesheet and 
the punishment order in respect of Shri Ashok Kumar & 
Shri Vijay Mehra, Sh. Vijay Mehra was charged for forging 
the signature of Shri Vinod Gupta, Staff Officer for obtaining 
loan. His services have not been terminated but he has been 
retained in the bank with reduction of increments for 7 years. 
Shri Rajbir Singh is alleged to have forged the signature of 
Shri M.C. Mittal for obtaining loan of Rs.22, 000 from the 
Thrift Credit Society. He has been dismissed from service. 
Shri Sushil Kr. has also allegedly forged the signature of 
Shri Mittal, Chief Manager ol the branch on loan application 
form of Rs. 12,000 and he has been also inflicted the 
punishment of stoppage of all increments for 7 years in terms 
of Clause 19.6 (B) of the BPS. 

There are 2 chargeshcettd employees whose 
quantum of punishment has not been placed on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that there may be extenuating circumstances and so there 
is discrimination in inflicting the punishment. 

MW1 has admitted as under: 

“It is correct that I have said that there may be 
extenuating circumstances in the other cases but I do not 
■ know exactly except in one case the employee admitted the 
charges. This witness has also admitted that the allegations 
leveled against the others were same as leveled against the 
workman. This witness has also admitted that 6 persons 
named in Para -12 of the claim were awarded minor/lesscr 
punishment and are still continuing in the employment. 

This witness has also admitted that he has averred 
in the affidavit that there were extenuating circumstances 
in other cases but he did not know exactly except in one 
case, the employee admitted the charges. 

It becomes quite obvious from the cross-examination 
of MW-1 that 6 employees committed the same misconduct 
and faced the same charges but they were awarded minor/ 
lesser punishment. This employee has been discharged 
and one Shri Rajbir Singh has been dismissed where all 
the 7 employees were chargesheeted for allegedly forging 
the signature of K.S. Mehra, Sh. Vinod Gupta and 
Shri M.C. Mittal on loan application form. 


The record establishes that Shri Vijay Mehra forged 
the signature of Sh. Vinod Gupta, Staff Officer for obtaining 
loan of Rs. 20,000 and Shri Rajbir Singh forged the signature 
of Shri M.C. Mittal, Chief Manager of the bank on the loan 
application form of Rs. 22,000. Shri Ashok Kumar forged 
the signature of Sh. Mittal on the loan application form of 
Rs. 12,000. The records of 3 employees are available. It was 
submitted that the other employees have also forged the 
signature of Staff Officer on the loan application form. 

So all the 7 employees of the branch have allegedly 
forged the signature of the Staff Officer or Manager on the 
loan application form for obtaining loan from Thrift Credit 
Society. The amounts of loan are not very huge. In case an 
employee obtains loan it is to be deducted from his salary 
along with interest, so it appears that some agent of Thrift 
and Credit Society had obtained the signature of these 
employees on loan application form with an assurance that 
he will seek the undertaking of the competent authority 
and that agent has forged the signature of the competent 
authority for approval of loan at that time. 

It cannot be even imagined that an employee of the 
bank will forge the signature of his own Officer for obtaining 
loan of Rs. 20,000,22,000 & Rs.12, 000 or any amount. The 
entile amount is to be paid back alongwith interest. So it 
will not appeal to a man of prudence, that an employee will 
forge the signature of his Officer for obtaining loan which 
is to be re-paid alongwith interest. The management has 
not considered this aspect of the case and it appears that 
the innocent employees have been punished for the forgery 
by some agent of Thrift and Credit Society. However, the 
workman and the other similarly situated employees did 
not adduce evidence during the inquiry that they have not 
forged the signature but their signature has been forged 
by the agent of Thrift and Credit Society. This point has 
not been raised and considered in the domestic inquiry. 
No evidence has been laid before this Tribunal. I have 
made this observation after going through the chargesheet 
and punishment inflicted on the employees and 1 am still 
holding the view that no employee will forge the signature 
in natural course to obtain loan. 1 have made general 
observation after perusing the chargesheet and punishment 
of several employees. The respondent should consider 
this aspect of the case. 

It is true that the Disciplinary Authority and Appellate 
Authority have made discrimination while awarding the 
punishment. All the 7 employees have committed the same 
act oi forgery on the similar loan application form relating 
to Thrift and Credit Society. Domestic inquiry has been 
conducted against all the employees but some employees 
have been retained in service with reduction of increment 
and this workman has been discharged from service. 

It was submitted from the side oi the management 
that Shri Rajbir Singh has been dismissed on similar charges 
being found proved. This workman has been discharged 
with all the retiral benefits. So the punishment given to this 
workman cannot be said to be shpeking or dis-proportionate 
in comparison to Shri Rajbir Singh. 
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It is settled law that no discrimination can be made 
in the matter of punishment by any authority. There is no 
justification for terminating the service of this workman 
while retaining the other employees by reduction of 
increments. The nationalized banks are State under Art. 12 
of the Constitution and fair action is expected from them. 
They are under constitutional obligation to give equal 
treatment to all its employees and they should not make 
discrimination. 

It is settled law that there should be same punishment 
for the same charges. In the instant case the charges are 
the same but punishments are different. 

It has been further held in 1984 (1) LU 161 as under: 

“Respondents failed to explain to the court the 
distinguishing features and therefore, we are satisfied in 
putting all of them in same bracket. On that conclusion the 
treatment meted to the present appellants suffers from the 
vice of arbitrariness and Article 14 forbids any arbitrary 
action which would tantamount to denial of equality as 
guaranteed by Article 14 of the Constitution. The court 
must accordingly interpose and quash the discriminatory 
action.” 

“They sought reinstatement on the ground of 
equality of treatment with persons similarly situated. The 
prayer for reconsideration of the case was a step to be 
taken for reinstatement. We, therefore, reject the Contention 
of Mr. Sharma, Ld. Counsel that we should remit the case 
to the High Court.” 

“Logically the appellants must receive the same 
benefit which those reinstated received in the absence of 
any distinguishing feature in their cases. Accordingly, the 
appellants would be entitled to reinstatement in service.” 

It becomes quite obvious from the above decisions 
of the Hon’ble Supreme Court that there should not be 
discrimination in punishment. 

The Hon’ble Supreme Court reinstated all the 
workmen on the ground of equality of treatment with 
employees similarly situated. There must be some 
distinguishing feature for inflicting different punishment. 

In the instant case it is admitted to the management 
that 7 employees forged the signature of Staff Officer of 
the bank on loan application form. Shri Ashok Kumar 
committed the same misconduct. It was observed that 
stoppage of increments for a period of 7 years on the CSE 
is commensurate with the gravity of the misconduct 
committed by the CSE and meet ends of justice. 

In the instant case the workman has been discharged 
from service whereas identical charge has been served on 
him. The management has made discrimination in awarding 
the punishment of discharge on this workman. There is no 
distinguishing feature. MW1 has_ admitted in his 
cross-examination that there is no inquiry held or pending 
against the workman except one under reference. The 
workman has discharged his duties satisfactorily, so the 
management cannot be permitted to take discriminatory 
action in view of Article 14 of the Constitution. The 
management is bound to award the same punishment in 
identical cases. It has been categorically admitted by the 


management witness that charges issued to all the 7 
employees are identical. This employee has been 
discharged whereas 5 others have been retained in service 
with reduction in their scale. 

It has been held in 1983 (1) SLR 636 SC as under 

“It is equally true that the penalty imposed must be 
commensurate with the gravity of the misconduct, and that 
any penalty imposed disproportionate to the gravity of 
misconduct would be violative of Article 14 of the 
Constitution.” 

It has been held in (2006) 6 SCC 548 as under:— 

“There is, however, another aspect of the matter 
which cannot be lost sight of identical allegations were 
made against seven persons. The management did not take 
serious note of misconduct committed by six others 
although they were similarly situated. They were allowed 
to take the benefit of voluntary retirement scheme.” 

The present case is squarely covered by the 
judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court. The Hon’ble Apex 
Court has held that the management made discrimination 
in awarding punishment and the Hon’ble Apex Court 
directed that same punishment to be given in identical 
cases. 

In the instant case also the cases of 7 employees are 
identical and there is arbitrary action by the management 
in awarding punishment. This workman also deserves equal 
punishment. 

The workman was discharged indiscriminately. The 
order of the management is illegal and arbitrary and 
infringes Article 14 of the Constitution. 

Shri Ashok Kumar etc. have been given punishment 
of stoppage of all increments for 7 years. This workman 
should have been given the same punishment. The order 
of discharge from service is illegal. The workman deserves 
reinstatement with stoppage of all increments for 7 years 
as it has been ordered in the case of Sh. Ashok Kumar. 

This workman is not in active service since his 
discharge but the workman has been illegally discharged 
by the management. Had he been given equal punishment, 
he would have remained in service. However, the workman 
has not discharged his duties since his discharge. In the 
facts and circumstances of the case the workman applicant 
deserves reinstatement with only 50 per cent back wages 
and continuity of service and all other consequential 
benefits. 

The reference is replied thus: 

Discharging the services of the workman Shri Suresh 
Chand from the management Bank of India is neither just, 
nor legal. The management should reinstate this workman 
along with 50 per cent back w ages and continuity of service 
and all other consequential benefits after stopping all 
increments for 7 years within two months from the date of 
the publication of the award. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 07-08-2007. 

R. N.RAL Presiding Officer 
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f I4) ^ m 17 ^ 373 ^ 4 ; 
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78/2004) TT^Rdl I, W&K 4t 13-8-2007 

3HRT *[3TT «TT | 

[4 ^-12011/17/2004-3TT^ 37R(4t-II)] 
gpTR, 4*37 3TffeT5Fnrft 
New Delhi, the 13th August, 2007 

inH„c t S ‘?‘n 2532, " In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 

, 0 ° n V 4 e , r Tf nt r hereb i > ’ pub,ishes lhe Awar ‘ ) (Ref. No. 78/ 
Larair^' he Central Gocernmem Industrial Trihunal-eum- 

hf he Sr, i n NCW Delhi as sh °'™ in the Annexure 
the.Industrial Dispute between the management of 

Punjab Nattona'Bankand their workman, received by the 
central Government on 13-8-2007. 

[No. L-12011/17/2004-IR (B-Il)j 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

annexure 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER- CENTRA! 

government industrial 

LANOUR COURT-n, NEW DELHI 
Presiding Officer: R.N. Rai. 

ED. No. 78/2004 

Present: Sh. Bharat Bhushan —| st Party 
Sh. Raj at Arora —2nd Party 

In the matter of:-- 

Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma (Spl. Asstt.), 

C/o. PNB Employees’ Union, Delhi 
4824/24, Ansari Road, 

Daryaganj, New Delhi, 

New Delhi. 

Versus 

The Sr. Regional Manager. 

Punjab National Bank, 

Regional Office: North Delhi Region, 

Rajindcr Place, 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

2(1(14 nR C /H m S rU/V)° ur by ,ts letter No - L - 12 °l VI7/ 
rpf „ r nth 3 r n Ctn a Government Dt. 03-06-2004 has 
ret erred the following point for adjudication. 

T he point runs as hereunder 

Whether the action of the management of Punjab 
National bank (Sr. Regional Manager, Delhi Region) 

Or ering punishment of lowering down by one stage 
in the scale of Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma, Special 
Assistant is just and legal ? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from whieh date.” 

T** workman applicant has filed statement of claim 
In the statement of claim it has been stated that Shri Ashok 
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Kumar Sharma the workman was working as Spl. Assistant 
in Sansad Marg Branch of PNB. During June, 1996 and 
a eged attempt was made by some persons to commit a 
Iraud on the bank amounting to Rs. 302400 at B.O. Sansad 
Marg, New Delhi. On 10th June, 1996, Shri Ashok Kumar 
Sharma was placed under suspension alleging his 

r°^Z m o thC C3Se ° f aIleged attempted fraud of 
3t B °’ Sansad Marg > New De,hi on 14th May 
96 in SB AJc. 87392 and therefore, Shri Ashok Kumar 
Sharma was placed under suspension with immediate effect 
It was also stated in the said letter that the chargesheet 
shall be served on him subsequently. 

That the workman Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma replied 
to the said letter denying the allegations of his involve¬ 
ment and requested for revocation of the suspension as 

the same was causing under hardship. 

That the chargesheet was served on Shri Ashok 
Kumar Sharma on 29th June, 1996 marked as Annexure-II 
the chargesheet was replied by Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma 
vide his letter dated 22nd July, 1996. The workman denied 
the allegations in the chargesheet and requested for the 
revocation of his suspension since.it was causing hard¬ 
ship and also bad in law. 

That the disciplinary authority ordered a departmen- 
tal inquiry into the truth of allegations with Shri B S 

rIZTk' ^ anag o r Scale 2 as Inquir y 0fficer and Shri 
Ramesh Kochar as Presenting Officer. The chargesheeted 

employee was defended by Shri K.R. Nagpal, General 
Secretary, PNB Employees’ Union Delhi as his defence 
representative. 

. ^ commen ced on 12-10-1998 and con¬ 

cluded on 09-07-1999. After the conclusion of the inquiry, 
the parties were asked to submit their written brief. 

21 09 ^qqo^ ln T7 ° fficer gave his in( I uir y re P°rt dated 
tl ed 3S Anncxure VI )- The report clearly 

states that the charge No.l which related to the alleged 

involvement of the CSE, as a result of which he was placed 
under suspension is not proved. Even in the fourth charge 
the Inquiry Officer clearly stated that the charges has not 
been proved. This charge was alleged as collusion of CSE 
with some persons m defrauding the bank. While ordering 

e inquiry, the disciplinary authority added two more alle¬ 
gations. 

- Issuing of'the cheque book to a staff member 
bhn S K. Sharma, an officer of the bank who was also 
placed under suspension AND 

Violating the bank laid down norms as narrated in 
the charge No.2(b). 

T h f t i he Charge No< 2 and 3 were Earned on the 
ground of the technical issues pertaining to the issue of 

„ V^ qUe to an officer working in the same branch 

f A IE lurned as minor misconduct and thcre- 

lore the CSE did not deserve such a harsh punishment of 

duction of scale by one increment and withholding the 
wages to the tune of almost Rs. 1 lac, taking the shelter of 
alleged negligence. These charges as alleged do not find 
I ace in the suspension letter marked as Annexure-I. 

Ih . r «c7P !i" 31 lbC dCCision ol lh,; disciplinary authority, 
lhe CSSE filed an appeal with the appellate authority on 
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22-5-2000 (marked as Annexure VII). The appellate authority 
rejected this appeal without giving any fresh reasons and 
the same is enclosed and marked as Annexure VIII. 

That the bank denied to hand over the original vital 
documents as required to obtain the second opinion of the 
handwriting experts and for other references in the cause 
of natural justice. More so the bank had not undergone 
any financial loss in this attempted fraud. 

That none of the charges on which employee was 
placed under suspension could be proved and made to 
suffer on his part. He was not even remotedly connected 
with the seat on which the attempted fraud was tried. 

That having failed to get justice at the hand of man¬ 
agement, the matter was taken up with the ALC (C), New 
Delhi to direct the management of PNB to release the incre¬ 
ment stopped and pay him the wages for the period of 
suspension based on his alleged involvement. Needless 
to mention that even remotedly his involvement which has 
not been proved by the Inquiry Officer. Since no settle¬ 
ment could be arrived at between the parties, the concilia¬ 
tion proceedings ended in failure and the Central Govern¬ 
ment was pleased to refer this dispute to the Hon’ble 
Tribunal for adjudication. 

That the action of the management of the respon¬ 
dent bank is unjust, illegal, unlawful and arbitrary. That the 
union has not initiated any other proceedings against his 
unjust, arbitrary and illegal act of the management. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that the so called dis¬ 
pute has not been duly and validly espoused as envisaged 
under the provisions of the ID Act, 1947 inasmuch as the 
opposite party has not filed any document indicating es¬ 
pousal of the so called dispute by the body of the workman. 
Accordingly, it is submitted that what has been referred to 
by the appropriate Government cannot be termed as “In¬ 
dustrial Dispute” as defined under section 2 (k) of the said 
act and accordingly the same merits no consideration. 

It is submitted that the Hon’ble Tribunal may decide 
the issue of fairness of departmental inquiry as a prelimi¬ 
nary issue and in case the said preliminary issue is decided 
against the bank, according to the established law, the 
management reserves its right to lead evidence before the 
Tribunal to prove the allegations made in the chargehseet. 

That Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma was placed under 
suspension on 10th June, 1996 after considering the report 
submitted by the handwriting expert in the matter of 
attempted fraud case of Rs. 3,02,000 after opening one 
fictitious SF A/c. in the name of one Mr. Arun Kumar at 
Sansad Marg, New Delhi Branch of the bank. Subsequently 
chargesheet dated 29-06-1996 was issued to Shri Ashok 
Kumar Sharma wherein undernoted lapses as attributed to 
him in this case were incorporated. 

Charge No. 1 

On 16-03-1996, you helped in opening the fictitious 
SF A/c. 87392 in the name of one Mr. Arun Kumar. You 
wrote the date i.e. 16-03-1996 in your owp handwriting on 
cash deposit slip for opening the above account. 


Charge No. 2 

On 27-03-1996 while working on cheque books issue 
seat, you issued the cheque books in above SF A/c 
No. 87392 ignoring bank norms, namely: 

(a) You issued the cheque books to a third party 
without permission from competent authority. 

(b) You ignored the fact that balance of Rs. 5001, 
the minimum required for issuance of cheque 
books was not available in the account. 

(c) You did not put your signatures/initial on 
cheque books requisition slip as well as cheque 
books issue register as a token of having issued 
the cheque book. 

Charge No. 3 

On the cheque books requisition slip dated 27-03- 
1996, you have written the SF A/c. No. 87392 in your own 
handwriting. 

Charge No. 4 

On 14-05-1996, you wrote SFA/c 87392 and amount 
Rs. 302400 on transfer credit voucher dated 14-05-1996 
which was entered in the transfer journal for transferring 
the said amount of TPO No. 33/95 dated 17-10-1995 (is¬ 
sued by Dhamani Market, Jaipur and wrongly drawn on 
our Branch) to above SF A/c. 87392. As such the amount 
was not at all required to be transferred to SF A/c. 87392. 
You did this with a motive to defraud the bank. 

After the above charges were denied by Shri Sharma, 
departmental inquiry was constituted to look into the 
chargesheet issued to Shri Sharma. Shri Sharma was 
provided with adequate opportunity to defend himself in 
the departmental inquiry as demanded by the rules and the 
principles of natural justice. The Inquiry Officer submitted 
his report dated 21-09-1999 wherein the Charge No. II & III 
were reported to be proved whereas Charge No. I & IV 
were shown to be, not proved. The disciplinary authority 
after perusal of the whole inquiry record and the witnesses 
produced by management side as well as their cross exami¬ 
nation by the defence side, disagreed with the Inquiry 
Officer in that Charge No. IV w'as also considered as proved. 
This was also advised to Shri Sharma vide show cause 
notice dated 10-03-2000. 

It is hot admitted that the employee w'as placed 
under suspension on 10-06-1996 only on account of Charge 
No. 1 as per chargesheet dated 29-06-1996. There were 
other charges also against Shri Sharma as narrated in the 
chargesheet and, therefore, he was placed under suspen¬ 
sion. Charge—II & III are duly established against Shri 
Sharma. However, Charge IV was shown to be not proved 
by the Inquiry Officer. The disciplinary authority differed 
here with the Inquiry Officer and the same was duly incor¬ 
porated alongwith reasons in the show cause notice dated 
10-03-2000, which was served on the employee. It is also 
stated that the Charge II & III were part of the original 
chargesheet and were not added by the disciplinary 
authority later on as stated in the claim. 

It is stated that the suspension letter is not supposed 
to contain the detail of charges against the employee. 
However, it could hint at the charges which are likely to 
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come in the following chargesheet. The contentions of 
claimant under Para-7 (page 2 of the claim) are, therefore, 
not admitted. 

It is stated that all the available relevant documents 
were made available to the chargesheeted employee to 
enable him to present his defence. The absence of financial 
loss does not reduce the gravity of charge upon the 
chargesheeted employee. It is also stated that the 
negligence on part of the employee definitely jeopardized 
the bank’s interest. 

That in view of the submissions made hereinbefore, 
it is respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble Tribunal may 
kindly be pleased to hold the action of the bank in imposing 
punishment of‘'Bringing down by one stage in the scale of 
pay” under para 19.6 (C) of BPS upon Shri Ashok Kumar 
Sharma as just, fair, legal and commensurate to the 
committed lapses and as such he is not entitled to any 
relief. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In the 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard argument from both the sides and perused the 
papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
the management framed 4 charges against the workman. 
Charge No. 1,3 & 4 relate to helping in opening of fictitious 
A/c. No. 87392 and the rale assigned to the workman is 
regarding writing the date 16-03-1996 in his own handwriting 
on cash deposit slip far opening the above A/c. No. 87392. 
Charge No. 3 relates to writing the same SF A/c. No. 87392 
on the cheque books requisition slip dated 27-03-1996 
by the workman. Charge No. 4 is in respect of writing SF 
A/c. No. 87392 and amount of Rs. 302400 on transfer credit 
voucher dated 14-05-1996. It is alleged that the workman 
attempted to defraud the bank by helping in opening 
fictitious account No. 87392 and writing date on cash 
deposit slip and writing Account number on the cheque 
book requisition slip and writing again SF A/c. No. 87392 
and amount of Rs. 302400 on transfer credit voucher. 

It transpires from perusal of the inquiry report of the 
Enquiry Officer and that of the Disciplinary Authority that 
the Enquiry Officer found charge No. 2 and 3 proved and 
he did not find Charge No. 1 and 4 proved. However, the 
Disciplinary Authority found charge No. 4 proved 
disagreeing with the findings of the Enquiry Officer in 
respect of charge No. 4. 

It was further submitted that the handwriting expert 
was examined during the course of inquiry and he stated 
that the disputed writings just as date etc. are in the 
handwriting of the workman. The workman asked for the 
original documents on which he has allegedly written the 
date and A/c. No. The original document was not supplied 
to the workman so the workman was deprived of the 
opportunity of getting disputed writings verified with the 
specimen writing. The management should have supplied 
the original document to the workman for verification of 


the disputed writings with the admitted writings of the 
workman. 

It was open to the workman to summorf those 
documents in the court and get the same verified before 
the Tribunal/Court. The workman was afforded sufficient 
opportunity to give evidence. He may have prayed for 
getting the disputed writings compared with his admitted 
writings. However, the workman did not avail of the 
opportunities. 

It was further submitted that the workman issued 
cheque book to staff member, Shri S.K. Sharma without 
verifying the balance and without permission of the 
competent authority and he did not put his signatures/ 
initials on the cheque book requisition slip as well issue 
register as a token of having issued the cheque book. 

The Enquiry Officer has found Charge No. 2 proved. 
Shri S. K. Sharma was an Officer of the bank posted in that 
branch at that time. The management has also placed him 
under suspension for violating the norms. 

It becomes quite obvious from perusal of the records 
that the workman did not check the minimum balance in the 
SF A/c. No. 87392. His plea is that he did not check it as it 
was already checked by the Incharge. He also did not put 
his signature on the cheque book issue register and his 
initials on cheque book requisition slip. He has also issued 
cheque books to the 3rd party without permission from the 
competent authority. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the cheque books can be issued only against that 
account in which there is minimum balance of Rs. 500 and 
it was the duty of the workman to check that balance. There 
was a balance of Rs. 100 in that account, so the cheque 
book was issued by the workman without properly verifying 
the real balance. The Officer, Shri Anil Kumar involved in 
this case was suspended. He did not also follow the 
prescribed norm. 

The Enquiry Officer found proved that the cheque 
book has been issued without permission from the 
competent authority. The balance of the account was not 
verified at the time of issuing the cheque book and the 
workman did not put his initial on the cheque book 
requisition slip as well as cheque book issue register. 

It was further submitted from the side of the workman 
that the workman has issued cheque book to an 
Officer working in the same branch, it was minor misconduct 
whereas the workman has been given harsh punishment of 
reduction of scale by one increment. The charges are not 
mentioned in the suspension letter. 

It is not necessary to mention every charge in 
suspension letter. Major charges are only mentioned. The 
workman has been issued chargesheet containing these 
4 charges. Inquiry has been held on all the 4 charges. 
Charge No. 2 & 3 have been found proved by the Enquiry- 
Officer as well as the Disciplinary Authority. The workman 
has cross-examined all the witnesses and he has been given 
sufficient opportunity to produce his own defence witness. 
Personal hearing has been given to him by the Disciplinary 
Authority as well as the Appellate Authority, so the 
management has followed the principles of natural 






[W] IMSFiS 3(ii)] 


8, 2007AITS 17, 1929 


6607 


justice in the conduct of inquiry and imposing the penalty. 

It has nowhere been stated in the claim that principles of 
natural justice so far as show-cause notice, service of 
chargesheet, opportunity of cross-examination and 
opportunity of 2nd show-cause notice has not been given. 
As such in the facts and circumstances of the case the 
management has given full opportunity to cross-examine 
the witnesses deposing against him and to give his own 
evidence. The principles of natural justice have been 
observed by the Enquiry Officer and the Disciplinary 
Authority and Appellate Authority. 

It was further submitted that the dispute has not been 
properly espoused. It transpires from perusal of the record 
that the General Secretary, PNB has raised the dispute before 
the Conciliation Officer. However, the workman has himself 
filed claim statement. There may be circumstances when, 
after espousal, the union is not willing to file claim statement 
in the Tribunal/Court. In such circumstances the workman 
cannot be deprived of his valuable right of raising the dispute 
before the Tribunal/Court. 

It has been held by the llon’blc Supreme Court in 
1961 (l)LU504asundeT: 

“While it will be unwise and indeed impossible to try 
to lay down a general rule in the matter, the ordinary 
rule should in our opinion be that such representation 
by an Officer of the Trade Union should continue 
throughout the proceedings in the absence of 
exceptional circumstances which may justify the 
Tribunal to permit other representation of the 
workman concerned.” 

From the perusal of this judgment it becomes quite 
obvious that the Tribunal can permit other representations 
of the workman concerned in view of this case law and the 
workman has been permitted to file claim himself. So there 
is proper espousal of this case. 

“In a domestic inquiry the strict and sophisticated 
rules of evidence under the Evidence Act may not apply. 
All materials which are logically probative for a prudent 
mind are permissible. There is no allegory to hearsay 
evidence provided it has reasonable nexus and credibility. 
The departmental authorities and administrative tribunals 
must be careful in evaluating such material and should not 
glibly swallow what is strictly speaking not relevant under 
the Evidence Act.” 

“The sufficiency of evidence in proof of the finding 
by a domestic tribunal is beyond scrutiny. Absence of any 
evidence in support of a finding is certainly available for 
the court to look into because it amounts to an error of law 
apparent on the record.” 

It has been held in 1972 (25) FLR 45 as under : 

“An industrial Tribunal would not be justified in 
characterizing the finding recorded in the domestic inquiry 
as perverse unless it can be shown that such a finding is 
not supported by any evidence, or is entirely opposed to 
the whole body of the evidence adduced before it. In a 
domestic inquiry once a conclusion is deduced from the 
evidence, it is not permissible to assail that conclusion 
even though it is possible for some other authority to arrive 
at a different conclusion on the same evidence. 


It has been held in this case that in domestic inquiry 
evidence of a solitary witness is sufficient to hold the charges 
proved. It has been held in 2001 (89) FLR 427 as under: 

“It is well settled that a conclusion or a finding of 
fact arrived at in a disciplinary inquiry can be interfered 
with by the court only when there is no material for the said 
conclusion; or that on the materials, the conclusion cannot 
be that of a reasonable man.” 

From perusal of this judgment it becomes quite 
obvious that the Tribunal can interfere with the findings of 
the Enquiry Officer in case it is perverse. The Enquiry 
Officer has based his findings on oral as well as 
documentary evidence. It cannot be said that there is 
absolute absence of any evidence in support of the findings 
of the Enquiry Officer. 

1 have perused the findings of the Enquiry Officer. 
The Enquiry Officer has analyzed the evidence in detail in 
giving his findings on all the charges. Even if charge Nos.l, 

3 and 4 are not found proved in the absence of the 
opportunity being afforded to the workman for producing 
the opinion of handwriting expert. There is no argument in 
respect of charge No. 2. It was only argued that charge 
No. 2 constitutes minor offence and so minor punishment 
should be inflicted. 

The workman has issued cheque book without 
verifying the balance. He has not pul his signature on the 
requisition slip and cheque book issue register..The cheque 
books have been issued in respect of fictitious account. 
There is indeed opening of fictitious account and cheque 
book has been issued against that account to defraud the 
bank. The punishment is not harsh and shocking to 
conscience of the Court. 

It was further submitted from the side of the 
management that 2 more inquiries have been held against 
the workman and he has been found guilty of negligence 
and misconduct. The other 2 inquiries are subsequent to 
the punishment awarded to the workman, so those inquiries 
are not relevant. However, prima faciedly those inquiries 
reflect the conduct of the workman. However, those 
inquiries are not relevant at this stage. 

It is settled law that Tribunal has no power to interfere 
with the punishment inflicted by the Disciplinary 
Authority in case charges are found proved and the 
punishment is not shocking to the conscience of the Court. 
In the instant case punishment inflicted on the workman is 
neither shocking to the conscience of the Court nor dis¬ 
proportionate. The inquiry conducted against the workman 
is valid. The punishment inflicted is also not harsh. No 
interference is required. 

The reference is replied thus :— 

The action of the management of Punjab National 
Bank (Sr. Regional Manager, Delhi Region) ordering 
punishment of lowering down by one stage in the scale of 
Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma, Special Assistant is just and 
legal. The workman applicant is not entitled to get any 
relief as prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 06-08-2007. 

R. N. RA1, Presiding Officer 
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[71. 3^-20012/111/93-31^ 37R(^f[-i)] 
TT? cTcTT ^TTT, "g^F 3TT*FFTTt 
New Delhi, the 13th August, 2007 

S.O. 2533.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 53/94) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Laour 
Court Dhanbad I, now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of CCL and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 13-8-2007. 

[No. L-20012/111/93-IR (C-I)] 
SNEH LATAJAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under section 10(1) (d) (2A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
Reference No. 53 of 1994 
Parties : —Employers in relation to the management of 
Piparvvar Project of M/s. C.C.L 

And 

Their workman 
PresentShri Md. S. Khan, 

Presiding officer 

Appearances 

for the ManagementSri D. K. Verma, Advocate 
For the Workman Shri Shanjay Tana Bhagat 
S/o Late Basudeo Bhagat, 
workman concerned 

State Jharkhand. Industry Goal 

Dated, the 3rd August, 2007 
AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/111/93-IR (Coal-I) dated 
18th March 1994 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
dispute for ad judication to this Tribunal:_ 

SCHEDULE 

Whether the action of the management of Pipanvar 
Project of M/s. Central Coalfields Ltd. P.O. Bachra, 


Dist. Hazaribagh is justified in superannuating the 
workman Shri Basudeo Bhagat w.e.f. 27-1-1993 
without determining his age by the Age 
Determination Committee when it is claimed that his 
elder brother Shri Jagdeo Bhagat will become due for 
superannuation on 21-6-2001 (date of birth being 
21-6-1941) as determined by the Age Determination 
Committee of M/s. Central Coalfields Ltd. ? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

After having received the Order No. L-20012/111/93- 
IR (Coal-I) dt. 18-3-94 of the aforesaid reference from the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute a reference case No. 53 of 1994 
was registered on 29-3-94 and accordingly an order to that 
effect was passed to issue notice through the registered 
post to the parties concerned directing them to appear in 
the Court on the date fixed and file their written statement 
alongwith the relevant document and a list of witnesses in 
support of their claim. In compliance of the said order 
notices by the registered post were issued to the parties 
concerned. Sri D. K. Verma, Advocate and Sri S. Bose, 
Organizing Secretary of the union appeared in the Court to 
represent the management and the union respectively. 

From the perusal of the order sheet of the record it 
transpires that both the parties have filed their written 
statements in support of their claim. It is further clear from 
the record that the case was fixed for adducing evidence of 
the workman concerned but today a petition alongwith 
three affidavits including Sri Sanjay Tana Bhagat himself, 
Chino Devi w/o Lates Basudeo Bhagat and Sita Devi second 
wife of Late Basudeo Bhagat has been filed in the Court 
praying therein to pass a NO D1SPUT AWARD. The copy 
of the petition was served upon working Advocate for the 
management who has endorsed as “No Objection”. It is 
obvious from the record that Sri Sanjay Tana Bhagat 
applicant is the son of Late Basudeo Bhagat the concerned 
workman who had raised the Industrial Dispute at hand 
through union. It is also clear from the death certificate 
granted by the competent authority that Basudeo Bhagat 
the workman concerned died on 16-8-97 and this fact was 
informed by the petitioner to the union. The mother of the 
petitioner have also filed affidavit in this respect. The 
petitioner has mentioned in the application that he 
alongwith other members of the family do not want to 
contest the case further any more since this reference is 
pending, they have not received the retiral benefit. In the 
prevailing facts and circumstances of the case it is not 
advisable to keep the record pending any more as they do 
not want to contest this Dispute. As such it is hereby t-— 

ORDERED 

That let a“NO DISPUTE AWARD be and the same is 
passed. Send the copies of the Award to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, New Delhi 
for information and needful. Reference is accordingly 
disposed of. 


MD. S. KHAN, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 14th August, 2007 

S.O. 2534.- —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 263/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 14-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/460/l998-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 263/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 207/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri V. A. Rajendran : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, 

Z. O. Chennai. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s. K. Veeramani, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/460/98-IR (B-I) dated 11-03-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No.207/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their Claim Statement and Counter Statement respectively. 


After the constitution of this CGIT-cum-Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as I.D. 
No. 263/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman Shj*i 
V. A. Rajendran,. wait list No. 440 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Qass IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Siruthozhil branch from 
20-07-1982. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject-matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C- 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Siruthozhil branch. He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 20-07-1982, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
sometimes performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Anna Nagar West branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 
1 - 4 - 97 . Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
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reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
’ Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even 
though the settlement speaks about three categories only 
a single wait list has been prepared and the Respondent/ 
Bank has been regularising according to their whims and 
fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not observed the 
instructions regarding grant of increments, leave, medical 
benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which amounts to 
violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87, 16-7-88, 7-10-88, 9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject-matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 440 in wait list 
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of Zonal Office, Chennai. So far 357 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 744 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended upto 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 744 wait listed candidates, 357 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 440 he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of daily 
wages was not finalized and hence not published and there 
is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has no 
claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, 
the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim wdth costs. 
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5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated that all 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank ot 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondenl/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements arc contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are : 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 440 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers. In the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 

■ thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 


the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank alter 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has slated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelincs issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enlorceable right tor 
appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25 F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
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Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. MS which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which arc statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.Ml and the 
averments ol MW1 and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into 'A, B and C\ but this categorization of‘A, 
B & C is quite opposed to the doctrine of'last come—first 
go or 'first come— last'go 1 and therefore, the 
categorization in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1(a) of Ex.Ml 
provides an opportunity to persons who were engaged on 
casual basis and allowed to work in lcave/casual vacancies 
of messengers, larashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. lor absorption along with the other eligible categories 
ol temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Relerenee Book on Staff matters, 
copy ol which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank's circulars./ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 

1 herefore. these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent, Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Hx.W2 four 
types ol waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.MlO were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.MlO was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.MlO that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 w'hich 
arc marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW I wait list under Ex.MlO was prepared dn 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the I lon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘.it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 


Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India,’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-rnessengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex.M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contended that preparation of Ex.M 10 namely wait list is 
not inconformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non- 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released/ published even after the Court 
order in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P.No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the candidates 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all 
these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list 
Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential 
document. It is further contended on behalf of tfie Petitioner 
that though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
alter the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo)ofthe I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
nd the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
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Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
‘badlies’ casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal.” 
Learned representative further contended that Ex.M 10 wait 
list has not been prepared in accordance with principle of 
seniority in the legal sense, since the selected candidates 
with longest service should have priority over those who 
joined the service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. 
M10 which has been drawn up is contrary to law and also 
bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in 
accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though 
clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable 
for permanent appointment will be offered appointment 
against existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or 
circle and in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of 
appointment or posting within the prescribed period, he 
will be deemed to have refused it and the name shall stand 
deleted from the respective panel and he shall have no 
further claim for being considered for permanent 
appointment in the bank. The Respondent/Bank has not 
produced any document to show how he has arrived at the 
seniority and till date, it is a mystery as to who that senior 
was and there is no documentary evidence in support of 
the averment and also for the averment of MW1. Therefore, 
the termination of the Petitioner who was in regular service 
of the Respondent/Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal 
and the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the terms of settlement on absorption of temporary 
employees. Though the Respondent/Bank has produced 
Ex. M6 which alleged to be a copy of minutes of conciliation 
proceedings dated 9-6-75 before Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) 
settlement nor 12(3) settlement as claimed by the 
Respondent/Bank which says only with regard to 
modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in terms of Ex. M6. 
Though the Respondent/Bank produced Ex. M7 and Mil 
interim orders passed by High Court of Madras in WMP 
No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased to have any 
relevance when the main writ has been disposed of in the 
year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any bearing in 
the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the Respondent/ 
Management has examined two witnesses, the deposition 
of management witnesses during the cross examination 
had become apparent that they have no personal knowledge 
about the settlements which are marked as Ex. Ml to M5. 
Above all, though the Respondent/Bank has referred to 
voluntary retirement scheme, in the Respondent/Bank it 
was implemented only in the year 2001 and it constitutes 
post reference period and hence evidence of Respondent/ 
Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s case. The 
Petitioners have completed the service of 240 days and 
more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months as 
enshrined under Section 25B and 25F of the Industrial 


Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the 
benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It is further 
contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though some of 
the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not completed 
240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not taken into 
consideration and not included the Sundays and paid 
holidays as days on which the Petitioners have actually 
worked and hence, they have also completed 240 days in a 
period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on the rulings 
reported in 1985 II LU 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “the expression ‘actually 
worked under the employer' cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc.” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub-staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
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exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who helong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
It further held that “there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 1 LU 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “settlements are divided into two 
categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(1) of the l.D. Act and 
(ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation proceedings 
under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first category has 
limited application and binds merely parties to it and 
settlement of the second category made with a recognised 
majority union has extended application as it will be binding 
on all workmen of the establishment. Even in case of the 
first category, if the settlement was reached with a 
representative union of which the contesting workmen were 


members and if there was nothing unreasonable or unfair 
in the terms of the settlement, it must be binding on the 
contesting workmen also.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR2000 SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“settlement is arrived at by the free will of the parties and is 
a pointer to there being good will between them. When 
there is a dispute that the settlement is not bona fide in 
nature or that it has been arrived at on account of fraud, 
misrepresentation or concealment of facts or even 
corruption and other inducements, it could be subject matter 
of yet another industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, 
may refer for adjudication after examining the allegations 
as there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner's 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
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the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL &ORS. wherein 
the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings, 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs.' 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now 
coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary 
employees who have continued for more than a year should 
be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; (b) he 
was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he 
appointed in pursuance of a notification calling for 
applications which means he had entered by a back door, 
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(c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post at the time 
of his appointment (d) his record of service since his 
appointment is not satisfactory. These are the additional 
problems indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from 
giving of such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied 
upon by the High Court justify such wholesale, 
unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 


such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary .” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein the 
Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 25G of 
the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following principle of 
iast come—first go’ is not mandatory' but only directory', 
on sufficient grounds shown, the employer is permitted to 
depart from the said principle retrenching seniors and 
retaining juniors. Though in this case, the Petitioner has 
alleged that his juniors have been made permanent in 
banking service, he has not established with any evidence 
that his juniors were made permanent by the Respondent/ 
Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before this 
Tribunal that he has worked more days than the Petitioner. 
In such circumstances, the prayer for reinstatement in the 
services of Respondent/Bank cannot be given to the 
Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be dismissed 
with costs. 


mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of lower Courts. He further relied on the “decision reported 
in 1997II SCC1 ASH WAN1 KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
"So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against &n available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concent of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 


15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not macle by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain —not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not' confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
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process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SUR1NDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question cither 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. 1 find much force in the contention.of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 


settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, 1 find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicated to'the P.A. transferred and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri V.A. Rajendran 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri C. Ramalingam 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 1-08*88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 



6618 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 8,2007/BHADRA 17,1929 


[Part 11— Sec. 3(ii)] 


Ex. No. Date Description 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

W3 24-4-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily Wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending Period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai About filling up to 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xeros copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding indentification of massenger 
vacancies And filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do massengerial work. 

W9 9-07-86 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Siruthozhil Branch. 

W10 5-09-95 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Kodambakkam branch. 

Wll Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respodent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
care & service conditions. 

W12 Nil Xerox copy of the Reference book on 

Staff matters Vol 111 consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 

W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office For interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W14 06--03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office For interview of 
messenger post—-K. Subburaj. 

W15 06413-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office For interview of messenger 
post-J. Velmurugan. 

W16 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars- 

J. Velmurugan. 

' W17 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W18 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri. G. Pandi. 

W19 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February. 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 

134)2-95 

Xerox copy of Madurai Module Circular 
letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 

09-7-92 

Xerox copy of the Minutes of the 
Bipartite meeting. 

W23 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesingate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

164)7-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

094)1-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

304)7-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

094)6-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

284)5-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

154)5-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O. P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

104)7-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nfl 

Xerox copy of the wait list ofChennai 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 


No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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Tf ftCcrft, 14 m Fd, 2007 

"aR^SIT. 2535.-aftei'lfuRT fariK 3#Tf4^R, 1947 (1947 

14) ^ *IRT 17 ^ 3PJSTUT 3, ^#4 TR^FE, 

3 TTC> ^ W^< 5 . Pi^'l'W 37k <S’i°£ +M 

- 4 ^, spp*} ^ 3^atfw fqqi< ^ FR^FE, 
STfa^EWSW ^EFTTFET, %l i ?£ W (fM TT^TT 
188/2004) U<ffrfVT?I ^Rcft t, RR^R ^ 

14-8-2007 ^ W ^3TI «T1 l 

[^3. T^T-12012/632/1998-3^3TRC^-I)] 
3F3RT ^piR, ^R3F 3TfRR4Tt 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2007 
S.O. 2535. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 188/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank - 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 14-8-2007. 

[Nto. L-12012/632/1998-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-IABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 
PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 188/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 296/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri. P. Arivazhagan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

Stale Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner 1 Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s. K .S. Sundar, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/632/98-IR (B-I) dated 28-04-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 296/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 


their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-cum- labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as I. D. 
No. 188/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri P. Arivazhagan, wait list No. 513 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical, examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Nillikuppam branch from 
29-03-1986. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Nillikuppam branch. He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 29-03-86, the Petitioner 
has been working as a temporary messenger and sometimes 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temporary basis in Nillikuppam branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
• regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch intormed the 
- Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1-4-1997. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard 
to his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in 
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failure, the matter was referred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, 
the reference framed did not satisfy the grievance of the 
Petitioner, he has made a fresh representation to Government 
to reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested the 
Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service as 
obtained prior to 31-3-1997 and to regularise him in service 
in due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an 
unreasonable stand that the service and the number of days 
worked by Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, 
since according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement* 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party to 
the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing hjm in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Section 25G & 25H 
of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is against 
the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though 
the settlement speaks about three categories only a single 
wait list has been prepared and the Respondent/Bank has 
been regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. to 
the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondcnt./Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to w r ork under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is not 
based on strict seniority and without any rationale. Hence, 
for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant relief of 
regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all attendant 
benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference-made by the Government 
for adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Section 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing.from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was esppused by State Bank of India 
Staff Federation which resulted in five settlements 


dated 17-11-1987,16-7-1988,7-10-1988,9-1-199 land 30-7- 
1996. The said settlements became subject matter of 
conciliation proceedings and minutes were drawn under 
Section 18(3) of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner 
was considered for permanent appointment as per his 
eligibility along with similarly placed other temporary 
employees and the Petitioner was wait listed as candidate 
No. 513 in wait list of Zonal OfficeTrichy. So far 212 wait 
listed temporary candidates, out of 652 wait listed temporary 
employees were permanently appointed by Respondent/ 
Bank. It is false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a 
temporary messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in 
leave vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner 
having submitted to selection process in terms of 
settlements drawm as per retrenchment provisions referred 
to above, cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such 
of those temporary employees who were appointed were 
engaged for more number of days and hence, they were 
appointed. Under the settlement, employees were 
categorised as A, B and C. Considering their temporary 
service and subject to other eligibility criteria, under 
category (A) the temporary employees who w'ere engaged 
for 240 days were to be aonsidered and under category(B) 
the temporary employees who have completed 270 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 36 
calendar months and under calegory(C) the temporary 
employees who have completed 30 days aggregate 
temporary service in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or 
minimum 70 days aggregate temporary service in any 
continuous block of 36 calendar months were to be 
considered. As per clause 7, the length of temporary service 
was to be considered for seniority in the wail list and it w'as 
also agreed that wait list was to lapse in December, 1991 
and the cut off date was extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling 
up vacancies which were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment. The Respondent had implemented the 
voluntary retirement scheme and even the permanent 
vacancies stand substantially reduced. There w'ere no 
regular vacancies available. The peculiar problem was due 
to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary, employees 
were working in leave vacancies and not in regular 
permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid settlements, 
out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary employees 
were appointed and since the Petitioner was wait listed at 
513 he was not appointed. The said settlements were bona 
fide which were the only workable solution and is binding 
on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped from 
questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and his 
claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the w'ork of permanent 
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messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 
were filled up against the waited list of temporary employees 
and vacancies for 1995 -96 has to be filled up against the wait 
list drawn for appointment of daily wages/casual labour. 
Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not' 
finalized and hence not published and there is only one wait 
list for the appointment of temporary employees. After the 
expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these Reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post.' He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution oflndia. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated that all 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondenl/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are : 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 513 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?’' 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interv iew and having been selected and wait fisted in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank lerminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly- 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the lime of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petiiioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure lor 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petiiioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondenl/Bank has slated that the 
Petiiioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service an 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelincs issued by the 
Respondenl/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offiees are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Section 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
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and are eligible lo be reinstated. Learned representative for 
the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SAT YAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the Workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.Ml and the 
averments of MWI and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal lo the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first 
go’ or ‘first come— last go’ and therefore, the 
categorization in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml 
provides an opportunity to persons who were engaged on 
casual basis and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies 
of messengers, farashes, cash coolies, w'ater boys, 
sweepers etc. for absorption along with the other eligible 
categories of temporary employees is not valid. Further, 
engaging casuals to do messengerial w r ork is in 
contravention of the guidelines mentioned in Reference 
Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. 
Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for regular 
messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s 
circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment w'hich includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four types 
of w aiting lists have to be prepared. But the Respondent/ 
Bank has alleged lo have prepared only one wait list for 
each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those candidates 
' under Ex.Ml0 were found suitable for appointment as 
messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is unahle to say as 
to when the wail list Ex.MlO was prepared, but it is 
mentioned in Ex.MlO that it w r as prepared based on the 
settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MWI 
has spoken ahout the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 


produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWI wait list under Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MWI wait list under Ex.MlO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex.M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended 
that preparation of Ex.M 1 namely wait list is not 
inconformity with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non- 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released / published even after the Court 
order in WMPNo.11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the candidates, 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all 
these things, it is clear that Ex. M10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. M1 was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. 
M10 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential 
document. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
that though the Respondenl/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners w'ere engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
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appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H. D. SINGH Vs. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
‘badlies” casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal.” 
Learned representative further contended that Ex. M10 wait 
list has not been prepared in accordance with principle of 
seniority in the legal sense, since the selected candidates 
with longest service should have priority over those who 
joined the service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. 
M10 which has been drawn up is contrary to law and also 
bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in 
accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though clause 
2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable for 
permanent appointment will be offered appointment against 
existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and 
in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment 
or posting within the prescribed period, he will be deemed 
to have refused it and the name shall stand deleted from 
the respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW1, Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. MI to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 


as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected l.Ds. have not 
completed 240-days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
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Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LU 323 ASSOCIATED 
GLASS INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
AP. AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997II LU 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 

It further held that ‘ ‘there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LU 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “settlements are divided into two 
categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I.D. Act and 


(ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation proceedings 
under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first category has 
limited application and binds merely parties to it and 
settlement of the second category made with a recognised 
majority union has extended application as it will be binding 
on all workmen of the establishment. Even in case of the 
first category, if the settlement was reached with a 
representative union of which the contesting workmen were 
members and if there was nothing unreasonable or unfair 
in the terms of the settlement, it must be binding on the 
contesting workmen also.” He further relied on the. rulings 
reported in AIR2000 SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“settlement is arrived at by the free will of the parties and is 
a pointer to there being good will between them. When 
there is a dispute that the settlement is not bonafide in 
nature or that it has been arrived at on account of fraud, 
misrepresentation or concealment of facts or even 
corruption and other inducements, it could be subject matter 
of yet another industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, 
may refer for adjudication after examining the allegations 
as there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it 
is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS 
UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein 
the Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of 
reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a 


[m ii-^fs 3(ii>] 


6625 


8, 2007/*T& 17,1929 


reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material before it, it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some 
technical defects in the wording of reference, subjecting 
the poor workman to hardship involved in moving the 
machinery again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should 
look into the pleading and find out the exact nature of 
pleading of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of 
dispute instead of refusing to answer the reference on 
merits.” Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power 
to go into the question whether the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated in service or not for which he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1998 LAB IC1664 VANSAGNATHAN ORIENT 
PAPER MILLS Vs. 1NDUSTRTAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. 
wherein the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that 
‘‘the Tribunal cannot go behind the terms of reference, but 
that does not mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of 
parties.” He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 
IC 1507 A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, 
LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held 
that “it has been repeatedly held that the Labour Court 
should not attempt to consider the order under reference 
in a technical manner or a pedantic manner, but should 
consider the order of reference in a fair and reasonable 
manner.” He also argued that in Express Newspapers P. 
Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court 
has held that “the Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all 
incidental matters also and the order of reference should 
not be construed in the manner which would prolong the 
industrial adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to 
decide the real nature of disputes between the parties and 
with that object in view, it should consider the order of 
reference in a fair and reasonable manner, though the order 
of reference is not happily framed nor was it framed to the 
high expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I Find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I Find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 


14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that ‘ ‘the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Government service in 
an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons we're removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for. one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whateyer conditional 
right they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. 
The claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. 
was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single 
Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided the 
appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the 
appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala- 
fide motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of 
the date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court nas held uum ‘iw 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued to* more than a year should frs 
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regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc! 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though: (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; (b) he 
was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he 
appointed in pursuance of a notification calling for 
applications which means he had entered by a back door ; 
(c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post at the time 
of his appointment; (d) his record of service since his 
appointment is not satisfactory. These are the additional 
problems indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from 
giving of such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied 
upon by the High Court justify such wholesale, 
unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
p; esumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in uch matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of end without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
E SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
TATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full 
Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
rcgularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned 
posts. “So far as the question of confirmation of these 
employees whose entry itself was illegal and void is 
concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or rcgularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported rcgularisation or 
confirmation is given : it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a stitf born fcebv. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give then -’oUd confirmation. The so ea : ‘ed exercise 
of confirming these employee.-,, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended th?' :.;c ’vmporary ec o’ccees were appointed 
only due so ■ -vries and they have not appointed against 
anv regular v ,ci and they have o:;iy appointed in leave 


vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR 
AND ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they 
are temporary employees working on daily wages. Under 
these circumstances, their disengagement from service 
cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. 
Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be 
stretched to such an extent as to cover these employees. 
Since they are only daily wage employees and have no 
right to the posts, their disengagement is not arbitrary.” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1994 3 LU 
(Supp.) 754 wherein th£ Rajasthan High Court has held 
that “Under Section 25G of the l.D. Act retrenchment 
procedure following principle of‘last come-first go’ is not 
mandatory but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, 
the employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not established 
with any evidence that his juniors were made permanent 
by the Respondent/Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has 
shown anything, the Respondent/Bank is ready to establish 
the fact before this Tribunal that he has worked more days 
than the Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank cannot 
be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be 
dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the 
employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in 
a position to bargain—not at arms length since he might 
have been searching for some employment so as to eke out 
his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that 
ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to lake the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
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held that * ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified, 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 National Fertilizers Ltd. and 
Others Vs. Somvir Singh, wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “regularisation furthermore, is not a mode of 
appointment and if appointment is made without following 
the rules, the same being a nullity, the question of 
confirmation of an employee upon the expiry of purported 
period of probation would not arise.” Further, in CDJ 2006 
SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR Vs. 
SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that “it 
is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days of 
service by that itself would not confer any legal right upon 
him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court also 
held that “the changes brought about by the subsequent 
decisions of this court probably having regard to the 
changes in the policy decisions of the Government in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel for 
the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner has not 
been appointed for regular post nor has he been appointed 
in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the Petitioner is not 
entitled to claim regularisation of his service. Further, when 
they have not been questioned the five settlements entered 
into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since 
they have not questioned the wait list prepared by the 
Respondent/Bank, they are not entitled to dispute the same 
and they are estopped from doing so. Further, their prayer 
before die labour authorities was only to restore the wait list 
and also for appointment thereon as temporary messenger 
as per wait list. Under such circumstances, after expiry of the 
period mentioned in the settlements which were 
subsequently amended by settlements, the Petitioners 
cannot now question either the preparation of wait list or 
number allotted to them. Under such circumstances, it cannot 
be questioned by the Petitioner. 


17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption 
or other inducements. Under such circumstances, 1 find 
the Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at 
this stage; and since they are only temporary employees 
and since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, 1 find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, 1 find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the Petitioner 
is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A, transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2007). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined:— 


For the Petitioner WW1 Sri P. Arivazhagan 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 
Documents Marked :— 


Ex. No. Date 
W1 1-8-88 

W2 20-4-88 

W3 24-4-91 

W4 1-5-91 
W5 20-08-91 

W6 15-3-97 

W7 25-3-97 

W8 Nil 

W9 Nfl 
W10 7-7-97 

Wll Nfl 

W12 Nfl 
W13 6-3-97 

W14 6-3-97 


Description 

Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines Issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending Period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai About filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

Xerox copy of the Service particulars of 
Petitioner in Nellikuppam Branch. 

Xerox copy of the statement showing 
number of days the Petitioner worked in 
Nellikuppam Branch. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office For interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W15 

6-3-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W16 

17-3-97 

Xerox copy of the Service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan. 

W17 

26-3-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection ofparttime Menial—G. Pandi. 

W18 

31-3-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W19 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 

13-2-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21 

9-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office Circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W23 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 

7-2-06 

Xerox copy of the Local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

09-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

3007-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

2805-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

1505-98 

Xerox copy of the order in 

0. P. No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

i 

1007-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLPNo. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nfl 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Tricky 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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£3TT «7T I 

[U xrcT-12012/571/1998-3Hf3TR(^t-I)] 

•3T3PT ^f4> ft)chid 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2007 

S.O. 2536. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 187/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 14-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/571/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRTOUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 187/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 288/99) 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri M. Ramamurthy : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapali. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s. K. S. Sundar, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/571/98-IR (B-I) dated 26-4-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 288/99 and issued 
notices to both parties. Both sides entered appearance 
and filed their claim statement and Counter Statement 
respectively. After the constitution of this CGIT-cum- 
labour Court, the said dispute has been transferred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered 
it as I.D. No. 187/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri M. Ramamurthy, wait list No. 335 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Villupuram Main branch 
from 31-10-1984. The Petitioner was orally informed that 
his services were no more required. The non-employment 
of the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Killupuram Main branch. He was called for an interview by 
a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 31-10-1984, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
sometime performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Chintaderipet branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1-4-1997. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard 
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to histnon-employment. Since the conciliation ended in 
failure, the matter was referred to this Tribunal for 
•adjudication. Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, 
the reference framed did not satisfy the grievance of the 
Petitioner, he has made a fresh representation to Govt, to 
reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested the 
Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service as 
obtained prior to 31*3-1997 and to regularise him in service 
in due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an 
unreasonable stand that the service and the number of 
days worked by Petitioner were treated as of no 
consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, it 
en gaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after the 
settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by 
which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the l.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the Respondent/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondenl/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationale. 
Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant 
relief of regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all 
attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is.estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-1987,16-07-1988,07-10-1988,9-1-1991 and30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 335 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 335 he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
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31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of 
daily wages was not finalized and hence not published and 
there is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has 
no claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with 
costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated all the 
settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of India 
Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act and 
not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91, It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 335 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further oontended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has staled that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the l.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
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the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25 F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.M 1 and the 
averments of MW1 and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into 1 A, B and C\ but this categorization of‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first 
go’ or ‘first come— last go’ and therefore, the 
categorization in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml 
provides an opportunity to persons who were engaged on 
casual basis and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies 
of messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, 
sweepers etc. for absorption along with the other eligible 
categories of temporary employees is not valid. Further, 
engaging casuals to do messengerial work is in 
contravention of the guidelines mentioned in Reference 
Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. 
Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for regular 
messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s 
circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four types 
of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the Respondent/ 
Bank has alleged to have prepared only one wait list for 
each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those candidates 
under Ex.M 10 were found suitable for appointment as 
messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is unable to say as 
to when the wait list Ex.MlO was prepared, but it is 
mentioned in Ex.MlO that it was prepared based on the 
settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
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MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wnggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO comparises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended 
that preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in 
conformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non- 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released / published even after the Court 
order in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P.No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the candidates 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From ali 
these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. M 1 was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list 
Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential 
document. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
that though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
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was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SOC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE 
BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “to employ workmen as ‘badlies 1 
casuals or temporaries and to continue them as such for 
many years with the object of depriving them of the status 
and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal. 1 Learned 
representative further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has 
not been prepared in accordance with principle of seniority. 
In the legal sense, since the selected candidates with 
longest service should have priority over those who joined 
the service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 
which has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in 
law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in 
accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though 
clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable 
for permanent appointment will be offered appointment 
against existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or 
circle and in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of 
appointment or posting within the prescribed period, he 
will be deemed to have refused it and the name shall stand 
deleted from the respective panel and he shall have no 
further claim for being considered for permanent 
appointment in the bank. The Respondent/Bank has not 
produced any document to show how he has arrived at the 
seniority and till date, it is a mystery as to who that senior 
was and there is no documentary evidence in support of 
the averment and also for the averment of MW1. Therefore, 
the termination of the Petitioner who was in regular service 
of the Respondent/Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal 
and the Respondent/Bank has not acted in “ accordance 
with the terms of settlement on absorption of temporary 
employees. Though the Respondent/Bank has produced 
Ex. M6 which alleged to be a copy of minutes of conciliation 
proceedings dated 9-6-75 before Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) 
settlement nor 12(3) settlement as claimed by the 
Respondent/Bank which says only with regard to 
modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in terms of Ex. M6. 
Though the Respondent/Bank produced Ex. M7 and Mil 
interim orders passed by High Court of Madras in WMP 
No.11932/91 in W.P.No.7872/91 ceased to have any 
relevance when the main writ has been disposed of in the 
year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any bearing in 
the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the Respondent/ 
Management has examined two witnesses, the deposition 
of management witnesses during the cross examination 
had become apparent that they have no personal knowledge 
about the settlements which are marked as Ex. Ml to M5. 
Above all, though the Respondent/Bank has referred to 
voluntary retirement scheme, in the Respondent/Bank it 
was implemented only in the year 2001 and it constitutes 


post reference period and hence evidence of Respondent/ 
Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s case. The 
Petitioners have completed the service of 240 days and 
more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months as 
enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the benefits 
under the provisions of I.D. Act. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though some of the Petitioners 
in the connected I.Ds. have not completed 240 days, since 
the Respondent/Bank has not taken into consideration and 
not included the Sundays and paid holidays as days on 
which the Petitioners have actually worked and hence, they 
have also completed 240 days in a period of 12 calendar 
months. He also relied on the rulings reported in 1985 II 
LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION Vs.. 
MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that the expression ‘actually 
worked under the employer 1 cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc.” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and selected 
the temporary employees who have reported to have 
submitted their application for absorption as per the bank’s 
circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. In all these 
cases, the Petitioners were in employment as sub-staff in 
early 1980s but were denied further engagement on account 
of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners 
some of them have completed 240 days and more in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and they are in 
age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they 
find themselves stranded in life midstream. They have also 
not gainfully employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal 
has to pass an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of lav/ ^ r ‘ r - 'VnWlemented by the Fosror 1 '!*'" 
Bank and the claim ut he are. not bonaxide anu 

are made with ulterior iwHtve. -Fun he?, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Positioner was wait listed as por 



THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 8,2007/BHADRA 17,1929 


6634 


length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due tp business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
^ND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LU 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
.'ouciliatron proceedings with a recognised majority union 
U be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
v’ .' ho belong to the minority union which had objected 
. > the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement..” 

It further held that ‘ ‘there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
l earned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LU 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “settlements are divided into two 
categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the conciliation 
proceedings under section 18(1) of the I.D. Act and 
(ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation proceedings 
under section 18(3). A settlement of the first category has 
limited application and binds merely parties to it and 
settlement of the second category made with a recognised 
majority union has extended application as it will be binding 
on ail workmen of the establishment. Even in case of the 
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first category, if the settlement was reached with a 
representative union of which the contesting workmen were 
members and if there was nothing unreasonable or unfair 
in the terms of the settlement, it must be binding on the 
contesting workmen also.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“settlement is arrived at by the free will of the parties and is 
a pointer to there being good will between them. When 
there is a dispute that the settlement is not bona fide in 
nature or that it has been arrived at on account of fraud, 
misrepresentation or concealment of facts or even 
corruption and other inducements, it could be subject-matter 
of yet another industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, 
may refer for adjudication after examining the allegations 
as there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment o! 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOJJLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of ’ 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 



[ *TFT 11—^5 3(ii)] 


: fWT^ .8>2007/*TTS 17, 1929 


6635 


again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. .Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, front the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the 
pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether the 
Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 


in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
19976 SCC584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the fillings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part ol 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. 'Die direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; (b) he 
was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he 
appointed in pursuance of a notification calling for 
applications which means he had entered by a back door; 
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(c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post at the time 
of his appointment; (d) his record of service since his 
appointment is not satisfactory. These are the additional 
problems indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from 
giving of such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied 
upon by the High Court justify such wholesale, 
unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997IISCC 1ASHWAN1 KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned 
posts. So far as the question of confirmation of these 
employees whose entry itself was illegal and void is 
concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, il the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR V1DYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR 
AND ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they 
are temporary employees working on daily wages. Under 
these circumstances, their disengagement from service 
cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. 
Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be 
stretched to such an extent as to cover these employees. 


Since they are only daily wage employees and have no 
right to the posts, their disengagement is not arbitrary.” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1994 3 LU 
(Supp.) 754 wherein the Rajasthan High Court has held 
that Under Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment 
procedure following principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not 
mandatory but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, 
the employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors. ” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not established 
with any evidence that his juniors were made permanent 
by the Respondent/Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has 
shown anything, the Respondent/Bank is ready to establish 
the fact before this Tribunal that he has worked more days 
than the Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank cannot 
be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be 
dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that * ‘merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that ‘ ‘ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware o_f.his employment. He accepts the 
employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in 
a position to bargain not at arms length since he might 
have been searching for some employment so as to eke out ’ 
his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that 
ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOM VIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CD J 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being £ ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
•also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel for 
the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner has not 
been appointed for regular post nor has he been appointed 
in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the Petitioner is not 
entitled to claim regularisation of his service. Further, when 
they have not been questioned the five settlements entered 
into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since 
they have not questioned the wait list prepared by the 
Respondent/Bank, they are not entitled to dispute the same 
and they are estopped from doing so. Further, their prayer 
before the labour authorities was only to restore the wait list 
and also for appointment thereon as temporary messenger 
as per wait list. Under such circumstances, after expiry of the 
period mentioned in the settlements which were 
subsequently amended by settlements, the Petitioners 
cannot now question either the preparation of wait list or 
number allotted to them. Under such circumstances, it cannot 
be questioned by the Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. No 
Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Pictated 10 the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open Court on this day the 31st 
January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner : WW1 Sri M. Ramamurthy 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent : MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 

MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml., 




6638 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 8,2007/BHADRA 17,1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


Ex. No. Date 


Description 


Ex. No. Date 


Description 


W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily Wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of Respondent/ 
Bank to all Branches regarding 
identification of messenger vacancies and 
filling them before 31 -3-97. 

W8 

Nfl 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

23-07-85 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram Branch. 

W10 

2007-95 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

Wll 

21-07-95 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

W12 

1007-96 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Chintadripet branch. 

W13 

2701-97 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Purasawakkam branch. 

W14 

0205-97 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by IFB, Chennai branch. 

W15 

08-11-97 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Chintadripet branch. 

W16 

Nfl 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre and service conditions. 

W17 

Nfl 

Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill, of Reference 
book on Staff matters up to 31-12-95. 

W18 

0603-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan 

W19 

0603-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W20 

0603-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 


zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 


W21 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particular— 
J. Velmurugan. 

W22 

2603-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time menial—G. Pandi. 

W23 

31-3-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W24 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W25 

13-2-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W26 

9-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office Circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W27 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the bipartite 
meeting. 

W28 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms creation of part 
time general attendants. 

W29 

7-2-06 

Xerox copy of the Local Head Office 
Circular circular about conversion of part 
time employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W30 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 


circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

1607-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

094)1-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

090695 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No.7872/91. 

M8 

154)5-98 

Xerox copy of the order in 
O. P. No. 2787/97 of High Court of 
Orissa. 

M9 

104)7-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 


No. 1893/99. 
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m & r. 2537.—afratfwfw arfafro, 1947 (1947 

14) *m 17 ^ -fUjflq FR/FTC 7^ 3TPT7 

^frr^qr <£ ^ FTO N^" 3^ 4>4^7Tf ^ 

#3, affatfrpF FR4 tR 

sTfa^n, ^ (*M Frisqt 279/2004) 

^TTcft i, v&m 14-8-2007 ^ «n 1 

[U T^T-12012/624/1998-331^ 33R(^-I)] 
3T5F? ^"HR, 3rf^4>l(l 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2007 

S.O. 2537. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 279/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 14-8-2007. 

[No. L-12Q12/624/199C-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNEMNT, 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 279/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 292/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of SectionlO of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri S. P. Raj : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, 

Z. O. Madurai. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s.. S. Sundar, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/624/98-1R (B-I) dated 3-05-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 292/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 


their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as I.D. 
No. 279/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri S. P. Raj, wait list No. 365 for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
State Bank of India and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? If 
so, to what relief the said workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Raja Annamalai Puram 
branch from 4-1-1984. The Petitioner was orally informed 
that his services were no more required. The non¬ 
employment of the Petitioner and others became subject 
matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition 
filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition 
No. 542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme Court. The 
Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy 
of settlement under section 18(1) reached between 
management of State Bank of India and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is with 
regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen who 
were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified in 
the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Raja 
Annamalai Puram branch. He was called for an interview 
by a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this 
regard. But, they have not informed the result of interview 
and also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner 
was informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 4--1-1984, the Petitioner 
has been working as a temporary messenger and some 
times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Thiruvanamiyu branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31 -3-97 that his services arc not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 
1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this 7 ribunal, the reference 
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framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 

I he Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
m not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal, 
further, the settlements arc repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H ot the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of Para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
Respondenl/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
ohserved the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical henefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by noth which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D, Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondenl/Bank. 

T he claim of the Petitioner is not bonafide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
ol I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 


for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 365 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Chennai So far 357 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 744 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 36 
calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended upto 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 744 wait listed candidates, 357 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 365 he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of 
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daily wages was not finalized and hence not published and 
there is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has 
no claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with 
costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated that all 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are: 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 365 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers. In the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 
Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 


in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circuiars/guideliries issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and arc eligible to be reinstated. * earned represeii*m*-. 
the Petitioner contended that m 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court ha* held that Chapter V-A 
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the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.Ml and the 
averments ol MW1 and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning li nkin g 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause I of Ex. Ml 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C’, but this categorization of‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first 
go’ or ‘first come— last go’ and therefore, the 
categorization in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1(a) of Ex.Ml 
provides an opportunity to persons who were engaged on 
casual basis and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies 
of messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. lor absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment o- daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories >s not valid. 
Therefore, these persons whc were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types o! waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respo te nt/Barb has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in ibis case. Those 
candidates under Ex.MlO were found suitable for 
appointment a-, messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable t«> >;>y as to when the wait list Ex.M i0 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.MlO that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respective 1 c. But, when 
MW1 has spoken about the sctlieir«e;Js, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included ki the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is "here. hn. he has not 
produced any document in support of the called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, aeecielng to 
MW I wait list under Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
’here is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
:o this wait list. Further the Hcn’ble High Couri has held in 


its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No. 7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt vyith 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it-is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex.M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contended that preparation of Ex.M 10 namely wait list is 
not inconformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non- 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released/ published even after the Court 
order in WMP No.l 1932/91 in W.P.No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the candidates, 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all 
these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. 
M10 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential 
document. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
that though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1 947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
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the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
‘badlies’ casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal.” 
Learned representative further contended that Ex.M 10 wait 
list has not been prepared in accordance with principle of 
seniority in the legal sense, since the selected candidates 
with longest service should have priority over those who 
joined the service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. 
M10 which has been drawn up is contrary to law and also 
bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in 
accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though clause 
2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable for 
permanent appointment will be offered appointment against 
existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and 
in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment 
or posting within the prescribed period, he will be deemed 
to have refused it and the name shall stand deleted from 
the respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Mil interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, in the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 


months as enshrined under Sections 25 B and 25 F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at ail and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
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exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LU 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 

It further held that “there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LU 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “settlements are divided into two 
categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I.D. Act and 
(ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation proceedings 
under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first category has 
limited application and binds merely parties to it and 
settlement of the second category made with a recognised 
majority union has extended application as it will be binding 
on all workmen of the establishment. Even in case of the 
first category, if the settlement was reached with a 
representative union of which the contesting workmen were 
members and if there was nothing unreasonable or unfair 


in the terms of the settlement, it must be binding on the 
contesting workmen also.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“settlement is arrived at by the free will of the parties and is 
a pointer to there being goodwill between them. When 
there is a dispute that the settlement is not bona fide in 
nature or that it has been arrived at on account of fraud, 
misrepresentation or concealment of facts or even 
corruption and other inducements, it could be subject matter 
of yet another industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, 
may refer for adjudication after examining the allegations 
as there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. ^ 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government, 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it 
is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY 
KOLLAM JILLAHOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
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argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MUXS 
Vs. INDUSTRiAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he.relied on the rulings, 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 


select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion, of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now 
coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary 
employees who have continued for more than a year should 
be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; (b) he 
was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he 
appointed in pursuance of a notification calling for 
applications which means he had entered by a back door; 
(c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post at the time 
of his appointment; (d) his record of service since his 
appointment is not satisfactory. These are the additional 
problems indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from 
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giving of such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied 
upon by the High Court justify such wholesale, 
unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective ol and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of IjDwer Courts. He further relied on the “decision reported 
in 1997II SCC1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it .would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still born baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTH1 & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept ol retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LU (Supp) 754 wherein the 
Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 25G of 


the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following principle of 
‘last come—first go’ is not mandatory but only directory, 
on sufficient grounds shown, the employer is permitted to 
depart from the said principle retrenching seniors and 
retaining juniors.” Though in this case, the Petitioner has 
alleged that his juniors have been made permanent in 
banking —ervice, he has not established with any evidence 
that his juniors were made permanent by the Respondent/ 
Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before this 
Tribunal that he has worked more days than the Petitioner. 
In such circumstances, the prayer for reinstatement in the 
services of Respondent/Bank cannot be given to the 
Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be dismissed 
with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, 
the Supreme Court has held that merely because a temporary 
employee or a casual wage worker is continued for a time 
beyond the term of his appointment, he would not be entitled 
to be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. S0MV1R> SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
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question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service. " The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
w'ake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondeht contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the w'ait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such cireumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the lime of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, ! find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 


since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts tor temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, 1 find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to whal 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is no! entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, i find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: — 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri S. P. Rai 

WW2 Sri V'. S, [ T a mb a ram 

For the Respondent MW! Sri r. Meriyppnn 
MW2 Sri C. Ramalingam 

Documents Marked:— 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W1 

1-8-88 

Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thantlii based on Lx. V i. 

W2 

20-4*88 

Xerox copy of the administrative* 
guidelines issued by Respondent-Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M! . 

W3 

24-4-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent / B a i s k • o a •! b r a t t c h e s 
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Ex. No. Date Description 


regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 


W4 

1-5-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily Wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-8-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-3-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up to 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-3-97 

Xeros copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding indentification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

31-8-84 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by R. A. Puram Branch. 

W10 

6-7-85 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Thiruvanmiyur branch. 

Wll 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respodent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W12 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the Reference book on 
Staff matters Vol. Ill consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 

W13 

6-3-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

W14 

6-3-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W15 

6-3-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post-J. Velmurugan. 

W16 

17-3-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars— 
J. Velmurugun. 

W17 

26-3-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi 

W18 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 


Sri G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W19 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February,. 2005 wait 
list No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 

13-2-95 

Xerox copy of Madurai Module Circular 
letter about engaging temporary 
employees form the panel of wait list. 

W21 

9-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Officer circular 
No. 28 rgarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the Minutes of the 
Bipartite meeting 

W23 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 

7-2-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesinnate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

1607-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

0901-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

3007-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

0906-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

2805-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

1505-98 

Xerox copy of the order in 0. P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

1007-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SEP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Ml 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Chennai 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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14 3PTC<T, 2007 

W.3IT. 2538.— 3?feftP l 4> factK 3TfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) m 17 $ 3T^TFI 3, kK4>K ^ ^Nr 3TPT> 
^ fir gzn ^ ^ ffq^raf 3?fc 4»*(4»l<f ^ 

#3, 5T^T ^ ftffog 3faftfi | cfr Ewiq ^ 4^ W4>K 3^ 1 4? 

^ W (7M TOTT 280/2004) y+lftlfl 

TOfft t, ^ 7R5FR ^ 14-8-2007 W<[ %3U «CT I 

[U ^-12012/627/1998-3^ mCti-1)} 
3T5PT g|»MR, 3flffc|«hi<) 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2007 

S.O. 2538. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 280/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Laour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 14-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/627/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 
PRESENT 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 280/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 293/99) 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (l) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen]. 

BETWEEN 

Sri P. Venkatesan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, 

Z. O. Chennais 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s. K. S. Sundar, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/627/98-IR (B-I) dated 3-5-1999 has 


referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 293/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 

4 After the constitution of this CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as I.D. 
No. 280/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri P. Venkatesan, wait list No. 395 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Ponneribranch from 
23-2-1984. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-eiqployment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Ponneri 
branch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IV employee. From 23-2-1984, the Petitioner has been 
working as a temporary messenger and some times 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temporary basis in Siruthozhil branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank w&« mn-L- 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be ni 
service during the same period White the Petitioner 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 3 ’ *3-97 that his services are not required 
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any more and he need not attend the office from 
I -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication! 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
iiamed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course, fhe Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner w'as not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a part)' 
to tiie settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Section 25G & 
25H of the !.D. Act, The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of Para 522(4) of Sastry Aw'ard. Even 
though the settlement speaks about three categories only 
a single wait list has been prepared and the Respondent/ 
Bank has been regularising according to their whims and 
fancies, t he Respondent/Bank has also not observed the 
instructions regarding grant of increments, leave, medical 
benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which amounts to 
violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on sine- seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for ai! these reasons the Petitioner 
pt ays to grant relief of regular emp-oymeni in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefit-. 
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Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 395 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Madurai. So far 357 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 744 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed j< 3 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 36 
calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31 -3-1997 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 744 wait listed candidates, 357 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 395 he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
sa\ that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
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permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of 
daily wages was not finalized and hence not published and 
there is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has 
no claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with 
costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated that all 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are : 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 395 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers. In the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?’’ 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. I: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies, in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guide lines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at ail. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
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the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.M 1 and the 
averments of MWl and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. M1 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C’, but this categorization of‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first 
go’ or‘firstcome— last go’ and therefore, the categorization 
in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1(a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to person* who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc, for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
Therefore, these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest, 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.M 10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW 1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 


MWl wait list under Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further die Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV categoiy who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWl and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MWl wait list under Ex.MlO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contended that preparation of Ex.M 10 namely wait list is 
not inconformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non¬ 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released/ published even after the Court 
order in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the candidates, 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all 
these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. M1 was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. 
M10 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential 
document. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
that though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
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was used as a device to take them out'of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
‘badlies, casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal.” 
Learned representative further contended that Ex.M 10 wait 
list has not been prepared in accordance with principle of 
seniority in the legal sense, Since the selected candidates 
with longest service should have priority over those who 
joined the service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. 
Ml 0 which has been drawn up is contrary to law and also 
bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in 
accordance with the law and the spirit'of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though clause 
2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable for 
permanent appointment will be offered appointment against 
existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and 
in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment 
or posting within the prescribed period, he will be deemed 
to have refused it and the name shall stand deleted from 
the respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have my relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, in the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 


of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days Mid more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months Mid they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide Mid 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
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length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary' employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary' messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned front the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that *‘in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority' union 
w'ill be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 

It further held that “there may be exceptional cases, w here 
there may be allegations of mala Fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “settlements are divided into two 
categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I.D. Act and 
(ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation proceedings 
under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first category' has 
limited application and binds merely parties to it and 
settlement of the second category' made w ith a recognised 
majority union has extended application as it w ill be binding 
on all workmen of the establishment. Even in case of the 


first category', if the settlement was reached with a 
representative union of which the contesting workmen were 
members and if there was nothing unreasonable or unfair 
in the terms of the settlement, it must be binding on the 
contesting w orkmen also.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR2000 SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“settlement is arrived at by the free will of the parties and is 
a pointer to there being goodwill between them. When 
there is a dispute that the settlement is not bona fide in 
nature or that it has been arrived at on account of fraud, 
misrepresentation or concealment of facts or even 
corruption and other inducements, it could be subject matter 
of yet another industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, 
may refer for adjudication after examining the allegations 
as there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached w ith the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it 
is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the w ording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery' 
again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAGNATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the nigh expectation of 
the Labour Court ” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings, 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court 
has held that “the only question which falls for 
determination in this appeal is whether a candidate whose 


name appears in the select list on the basis of competitive 
examination acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service 
in an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to .their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now 
coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary 
employees who have continued for more than a year should 
be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; (b) he 
was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he 
appointed in pursuance of a notification calling for 
applications which means he had entered by a back door; 
(c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post at the time 
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of his appointment; (d) his record of service since his 
appointment is not satisfactory. These are the additional 
problems indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from 
giving of such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied 
upon by the High Court justify such wholesale, 
unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in' each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the "decision reported 
in 1997 If SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
V1DYARTH1 & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein the 
Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 25G of 
the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following principle of 
‘last come—first go’ is not mandatory but only directory, 
on sufficient grounds shown, the employer is permitted to 
depart from the said principle retrenching seniors and 
retaining juniors. “Though in this case, the Petitioner has 
alleged that his juniors have been made permanent in 
banking service, he has not established with any evidence 
that his juniors were made permanent by the Respondent/ 
Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before this 
Tribunal that he has worked more days than the Petitioner. 
In such circumstances, the prayer for reinstatement in the 
services of Respondent/Bank cannot be given to the 
Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be dismissed 
with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC I 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, 
the Supreme Court has held that merely because a temporary 
employee or a casual wage worker is continued for a time 
beyond the term of his appointment, he would not be entitled 
to be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant’ rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain —not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, inCDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMV1R SINGH, wherein the 
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Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held 
that “it is not disputed that the appointment of the 
Respondent was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ 
within the meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of 
India, the Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its 
employees was bound to follow the recruitment rules. 
Any recruitment made in violation of such rules as also in 
violation of constitutional scheme enshrined under 
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be 
void in law.” Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA 
PRADESH STATE AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION Vs. S-C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “only because an employee had 
worked for more than 240 days of service by that itself 
would not confer any legal right upon him to be regularised 
in service. ” The Supreme Court also held that “the 
changes brought about by the subsequent decisions of 
this court probably having regard to the changes in the 
policy decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, in view of the settled legal 
position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention ofthe learned 
counsel the for Respondent. Though in the Claim Statement, 
the Petitioners have made so many allegations with regard 
to preparation of wait list and also settlements entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, at the time 
of reference, they have not questioned the settlement nor 
the number allotted to each individual in the wait list. 
Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the settlement 
and they have not alleged that settlement was not a bona 
fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account of mala 
fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or other 


inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
J£espondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri P.Venkatesan 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 SriC. Mariappan 
MW2 SriC. Ramalingam 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 1-8-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 204-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. Date 
W3 24-4-91 

W4 1-5-91 
W5 20-8-91 

W6 15-3-97 

W7 25-3-97 


W8 Nil 

W9 7-12-94 
W10 16-9-95 

Wll 11-4-97 
WI2 Nil 

W13 NU 

W14 6-3-97 

W15 6-3-97 

W16 6-3-97 

W17 17-3-97 

W18 26-3-97 


Description 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily Wages based on Ex.W4. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending Period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up to 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xeros copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding indentification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Ponneri Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Oversseas branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Siruthozhil branch 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respodent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Xerox copy of the Reference book on 
Staff matters Vo.l III consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Mural ikannan. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

Xerox copy ofthecall letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post-J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the service particulars— 
J. Velmrurgun. 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W19 

31-3-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W20 

Feb.2005 

i Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W21 

13-2-95 

Xerox copy of Madurai Module Circular 
letter about engaging temporary 
employees form the panel of wait list. 

W22 

9-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Officer circular 
No. 28 rgarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W23 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the Minutes of the 
Bipartite meting. 

W24 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W25 

7-2-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W26 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

09-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O. P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

104)7-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Chennais 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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^ felt, 14 3FTCT, 2007 

^T.3JT. 2539.—alkJlRw fa4K srfafel, 1947 (1947 
14) mj 17 ^ 3T^T°T ff, fefa 7TTFK #. "tf. 

~it. ^ wj?^ ^ Tfe fa'4toY sfri ^fera ^ #3, 

3fel ff fife fTTK 3 ^#4 TR°FR sMfw 

3Tf*FRUT, t 2, ^ feft ^ W (^*fe WTT 105/2005) 
^ 'sr«fnt?Rv ^r?fl i, fefrq wr 13-8-2007 ^rr w 
13TT «n i 

[U T^r-42012/65/2003-3?^ 3fR(7fe-II) ] 
3T3R ejrqR iffe, 3 #RtTC1' 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2007 

S.O. 2539. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 105/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
CPWD and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 13-8-2007. 

[No. L-42012/65/2003-IR (CM-II)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT II 
NEW DELHI 

Presiding Officer: R. N. Rai I. D. No. 105/2005 

IN THE MATTER OF:— 

Shri Jai Pal, 

C/o. The General Secretary, 

All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan, 

4823, BalbirNagar Extension, 

GaliNo. 13,Shahadara, 

Delhi-110032. 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, Elect. Division-II, 

CPWD, 

LARJ, Pusa, New Delhi-110012. 

AWARD 

1. The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/ 
65/2003-IR (CM-II) Central Government dt. 29-8-2005 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder :— 

“Whether the demand of All India CPWD (MRM) 
Karamchari Sangathan for absorption and 
regularization of Shri Jai Pal in the establishment of 
CPWD is legal and justified? If so, to what relief he 
is entitled?” 


It transpires for perusal of the order sheet that several 
dates have been given for filing claim statement. The case 
is pending since 2005. The workman has failed to file claim 
statement till date. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 6-8-2007 R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^ feft, 14 3PTW, 2007 

QRT.3JT. 2540.-3?|rilfe Stfafwi, 1947 (1947 

14)^t*TTTT it. 

1st ^ ^ 34<+> c b"44>Rf ^ 

sfe** fife fere; 3fr?frfe 

t 2, M ^ W WIT 127/2004) 
^ wt i, ^ TR3FR^ 13-8-2007 
|T3TT «1T I 

iH TJeT-42012/160/2003-3TTf 3TR(rife-II)] 
3f3ET 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2007 

S.O. 2540. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 127/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
CPWD and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 13-8-2007. 

[No. L-42012/160/2003-1R (CM-II)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT II 
NEW DELHI 

Presiding Officer: R. N. Rai I, D. No. 127/2004 

IN THE MATTER OF:— 

Shri Man Singh, 

C/o. The President, 

All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan (Regd.), 
4823, BalbirNagar Extension, 

Gali No. 13, Shahadra, 

Delhi-110032. 

Versus 

1. The Director General of Works, 

CPWD, Nirman Bhawan, 

New Delhi 

2. The Executive Enginner, 

CPWD, J-Division, R. K. Puram, 

New r Delhi. 
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AWARD 


The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/160/ 
2003-IR (CM-11) Central Government dt. 27-5-2005 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:— 

“Whether the contract between the management of 
CPWD and their contractor is sham? If so, the demand 
of the All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan 
for reinstatement, regularization/absorption of the 
services of contract labour, namely Sh. Man Singhi, 
S/o Sh. Hoshiar Singh, Enquiry Clerk is legal and 
justified? If yes, to what relief the workman is entitled 
and from what date?” 

The workman has filed claimed for reinstatment on 
the ground of 240 days work with the management. He has 
not tiled even any documentary evidence in support of his 
case. 

The management in the written statement has denied 
the working of this workman. No document has hcen filed 
by either of the parties. 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that reply 
was filed on 1-3-2007 and the workman was given 
opportunity to file rejoinder and affidavit to 5-4-2007,3-5- 
2007,5-6-2007,28-6-2007,11 -7-2007 and 1-8-2007. He has 
not filed rejoinder and affidavit. In the absence of affidvit 
the claim statement cannot be deemed to be proved. The 
workman applicant is not entitled to get any relief. 

The reference is replied thus :~- 

The contract between the management of CPWD 
and their contractor is not sham. The demand of the All 
India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan for 
reinstatement, regularization/absorption of the services of 
contract labour, namely Sh. Man Singh, S/o. Sh. Hoshiar 
Singh, Enquiry Clerk is neither legal nor justified. The 
workman applicant is not entitled to get any relief as prayed 
for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 7-8-2007 R. N. RA1, Presiding Officer 

f^crvff, 14 3TTRT, 2007 

W.3TT. 2541.—afeilfrLh STfafrm, 1947 (1947 

14) m\ 17 35 E, TR^K TT. Tf. 

^ T <& fTTTTTrf TnRR’ qRnTf ThT, 

T Strife R STkfrfnT 

T 2, M fWt (tM ERs^T 39/2004) ^ 

rrer 13 - 8-2007 ^ w<\ 

FTT RT I 

[K T^r-42012/97/2003 3317(7^-11)] 
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New Delhi, the 14th August, 2007 

S.O. 2541. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 39/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Central Public Works Department and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 13-8-2007. 

[No. L-42012/97/2003-IR (CM-11)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIXTJM- 
LABOUR COURT-D, NEW DELHI 

Presiding Officer: R. N. Rai I. D. No. 39/2004 

PRESENT: 

Sh. Brijesh Kumar 

Sh. Atul Bandhu 

IN THE MATTER OF 

Shri Shyam Kumar, 

C/o. All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan 
(Regd.), 

4823, BalbirNagar Extension, 

Gali No. 13, Shahadra, 

Delhi-110 032. 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, 

EDTV,CPWD, 

1. P. Bhawan, 1TO New Delhi, 

New Delhi 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/97/ 
2003-IR (CM-II) Central Government dt. 25-2-2004 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder :— 

“Whether the action of the management of Central 
Public Works Department, New Delhi in terminating 
the services of Shri Shyam Kumar, Ex. Motor Lorry 
Driver (Hand Receipt) w.e.f. 21-2-2000 as well as not 
regularizing his services from the date of his joining 
i.e. 20-10-1990 is just, fair and legal? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled and from 
which date?” 

The workman applicant has filed statement of claim. 
In the statement of claim it has been stated that the workman 
Shri Shyam Kumar has been working as Motor Lorry Driver 


—1st Party 
—2nd Party 
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under Parliament Works Division - 2, CPWD, IP Bhawan, 
New Delhi w.e.f. 20-10-1990. 

That the, workman had been hired by the manage¬ 
ment to drive Motor Lorry of the management for reward 
and is hence workman under the definition of Section 2 (s) 
of the ID Act, 1947 and had been performing his duties 
regularly w.e.f. 20-10-1990 to the ftill satisfaction of the 
management. 

That the services of the workman were terminated 
w.e.f. 21 -02-2000 without any compliance with any of the 
provisions of the ID Act, 1947 or other statutory 
provisions. 

That the workman has worked for more than 240 
days in each year and 12 months before the illegal termina¬ 
tion of his services. 

That the workman had not been able to attend his 
duties w.e.f. 21-02-2000 due to his ill health, a fact which 
had been duly intimated to the Director Works (S&D), 
CPWD, New Delhi in writing. 

That the workman on being declared fit for resuming 
his duty, presented himself alongwith the fitness certifi¬ 
cate and medical certificate of the period from 24-02-2000 
to 04-04-2001. 

That when the workman on 09-04-2001 presented 
himself for duty the workman was not allowed to join duty 
on the ground that the application shall be dealt within the 
provisions of ID Act, 1947. 

That the workman had neither been granted any leave 
nor paid the wages in lieu of leaves as he has been shown 
by the management as workman employed on Hand 
Receipt. 

That under the provisions of Section 2 (oo) of the ID 
Act, 1947 not allowing the workman to join duty will amount 
to termination of his services. 

That no disciplinary action has been taken against 
the workman for any misconduct or any other reason what¬ 
soever. Neither had the workman been issued any notice 
during the period of his illness from the management. 

That the workman has been in continuous service of 
the management as per the definition given in Section 25B 
and had been absent only on account of his illness. 

That the Executive Engineer, Parliament Works 
Division - 2, CPWD vide letter No.54(MR)/2002-02/3882 
dated 03-11-2001 directed the workman to submit the 
joining report with justification as per provisions of the ID 
Act, 1947. 

That the workman submitted his representation as 
per the directions of the Executive Engineer, Parliament 
Works Division-2 on 03-12-2001. 

That the management again vide letter No.63 (16) 
PWD 2/5008 dated 13-12-2001 directed the workman to 
submit his representation within 21 days for further action. 


That the workman replied to the above letter on 
21 -12-2001 to management. 

That the management in the proceeding before the 
Conciliation Officer had not denied that the workman is 
employed with them since 1990 but has instead asserted 
that he is working on hand receipt basis for the past 10 
years which itself amounts to unfair labour practice under 
Schedule-5, Entry 10 of the ID Act, 1947 which read as 
under:— 

“To employ workmen as “badlis”, “casuals or tem¬ 
poraries and to continue them as such for years, with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen”. 

That the workman is entitled to be allowed to rein¬ 
statement with full back wages and all other consequent 
reliefs. 

That the workman had been performing his duties 
w.e.f. 20-11-1990 and the services of junior workmen (o the 
said workman have been regularized. 

That prior to the illegal termination of his services on 
account of his illness, the workman has been performing 
his duties continuously which is of a perennial nature and 
is incidental to the activities and mandatoiy duty of the 
CPWD. 

That admittedly the management has employed 
another person to do the same duties which the workman 
Shri Shyam Kumar had hitherto been performing, which 
clearly shows that the duties performed by the workman 
Shri Shyam Kumar are of a perennial nature and incidental 
to the mandatory duties of the management. 

That the claim of the workman is being espoused by 
the All India Central PWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan, 
34 -D, Sector- 4 (D1Z) Area, Raja Bazar, New Delhi-110 001, 
through its Office Bearers. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that it is not denied 
that the dispute has been referred as submitted by the 
plaintiff. However, there had been no industrial employ¬ 
ment between the plaintiff and the respondent. The work¬ 
man was engaged as casual worker on hand receipt, whose 
existence was based on daily attendance and he did not 
hold lien against any post. Hence the question of terminat¬ 
ing services of Shri Shyam Kumar, MLD on Hand Receipt 
w.e.f. 21-02-2000 as well as not regularizing his services 
from the date of joining i.e. 20-10-1990 does not arise. Shri 
Shyam Kumar, MLD left his assignment at his own choice 
w.e.f. 21-02-2000. 

That the applicant was engaged by CPWD manage¬ 
ment on daily rates on casual basis and was paid accord¬ 
ingly. A casual worker does not hold any lien on a post. 
Besides this the applicant himself quit w.e.f. 21-02-2000 
and turned up only after a year. Thus engagement on the 
plea that he is not well and did not revert back either with 
status of his health or for continuity of his engagement 
except on 09-04-2002, when his endeavours were hindered 
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by the respondents. The dispute with respect to claimant’s 
effort to rejoin as casual worker arose on 09-04-2000. The 
worker quit his engagement with the respondent of his 
own sweet choice on 21-02-2000. The worker was there¬ 
fore, not in continuous engagement of the respondent for 
more than 240 days in the year and 12 months before the 
date of dispute. The dispute, therefore, does not qualify 
for redressal under Industrial Disputes. 

The application was treated as a mere information of 
his non-availability, for w'hich alternative arrangement was 
made as the workman did not hold lien against any post of 
the respondent. It is not disputed that the workman in¬ 
formed about his unlimited non-availability on account of 
illness on 03-4-2000. It may be seen that the workman was 
under the treatment of Dr. Binod Choubey, B-51, Vinod 
Nagar, Delhi-110 092 who advised him rest w.e.f. 
24-02-2000 to 15-02-2001 as per the certificate discharged 
by Dr. Binod Choubey on 15-02-2001. In contrast to the 
medical advise, the workman quit the engagement with the 
respondent on 03-04-2000 against 24-02-2000. The work¬ 
man did not produce any medical certificate on 03-04-2000 
ner has been able to produce any medical prescription of 
Dr. Binod Choubey for the period 24-02-2000 to 15-02-2001. 
The respondents approached Dr. Binod Choubey and 
requested him to provide following information vide let¬ 
ters No. (a) 63(16)/PaWDlI/511 dated 06-02-2002 (Hindi) 
(Exhibit R-l)and(b) 63(16)/PaWDlI/l357 dated 24-04-2003 
(Hindi) (Exhibit R-2). 

The information sought was “as to why the work¬ 
man was not referred to any speciality' hospital”. This in¬ 
formation was considered necessary in light of one stroke 
rest of 354 days having been certified by Dr. Binod 
Choubey without any supporting prescriptions and medi¬ 
cations. Accordingly not only the Annexure 11 but 
Annexure I are also under doubt and there is a need to 
investigate the two as a conspiracy against the respon¬ 
dent and the government. 

In order to meet the ends of justice, it is submitted that 
the workman was involved in a maintenance suit with his 
wife. Reference is invited to Suit No. HM A No. 747/98 dated 
7-12-1998 in the Court of Ms. Veena Birbal, ADJ; 
Karkardooma Courts, Delhi. The proceedings of the case mat¬ 
ter are enclosed as Exhibit R-3. Attention is invited to pro¬ 
ceedings dated 17-2-2000 wherein the Ld. ADJ issued warrant 
of attachment attaching I /3rd salary of workman every month 
till satisfaction of decretal amount followed by proceedings 
dated 27-3-2000 wherein the Ld. ADJ was pleased to record 
the status of the workman as daily wager with he respon¬ 
dents. The workman was present in the said Court of ADJ 
both on 17-2-2000 and 27-3-2000 and did not dispute the 
findings of Ld. ADJ. Thereafter the workman avoided per¬ 
sonal appearances and defence before the Hon’ble Court in 
the referred HMANo.747/98 dated 7-12-1998. 

Now establishing a co-relation between absence from 
engagement with respondent and Court case and the 
motive of the workman is easy. Having come to know about 
the plausible attachment (attachment orders were'passed 
on 1 7-02-2000), the workman went underground and 


employed sickness theory to ensure continuity of engagement 
with the respondent. Since his absence was actually 
provoked by Court attachment orders instead of actual 
illness, he failed to support it with either prescription or 
likely period of his rest/confinement on account of his 
alleged sickness. The proceedings in the case matter HM A 
747/98 reveal that the premises of the workman who was 
the JD in the case matter were always found locked when¬ 
ever Court balif approached him. This indicates that the 
workman was not availing rest as has been allegedly ad¬ 
vised by Dr. Binod Choubey for the period 24-02-2000 to 
15-02-2001 and was not only absconding from respondent’s 
engagement but also from his home to avoid legal matters 
which also included attachment of his immovable property 
as well in respect of HMA 747/98. The workman surfaced 
after the settlement of the case No.HMA 747/98. He is 
utilizing the certificate of Dr. Binod Choubey as a shield 
and is hiding the facts of his absence. Similarly Dr. Binod is 
not supporting his certificate with actual medical proceed¬ 
ings of the workman’s treatment w.e.f. 24-02-2000 to 
04-04-2001. Accordingly the certificate issued by Dr. Binod 
Choubey, MBBS is in contravention to prescribed 
principles, norms and rules of Medical Council of India 
and is therefore, to be treated as null and void. The respon¬ 
dents therefore, pray that the reasons for absence from 
engagement with respondents as forwarded by the work¬ 
man on medical grounds be set aside and he treated as an 
act of cheating in conspiracy with Dr. Bnod choubey 
against the respondents. 

The workman having been engaged on casual basis 
did not have any lien on the job and hence cannot demand 
work as a matter of right. Moreover without prejudice to 
the foregoing, it is submitted that the medical certificate 
submitted by the workman is false as brought out in Para- 
6 above and does not disclose the nature of illness, the 
treatment advice nor the result of the treatment’and the 
basis for the fitness certificate keeping in view the nature 
of job performed by the workman. 

However, this cannot be a plea for his defence at this 
stage when he himself quit his engagement with the 
respondents on his own reasons. By quoting this ground 
in his support, the workman has cogently proved his 
motive of this matter. He is merely interested to some how 
get into government employment by cheating the respon¬ 
dent in conspiracy with Dr. Binod Choubey. 

That the workman was engaged on casual basis and 
hence the question of illegal termination on account of 
illness does notarise. The workman was not terminated, he 
himself quit his engagement. As already brought out in 
Para-6 above, the workman quit engagmentto avoid legal 
action under HMA 747/98 and is now seeking relief of his 
own action by painting the respondents as defaulter which 
is however far from truth. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In the 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim state¬ 
ment and has denied most of the paras of the written state¬ 
ment. The management has also denied most of the paras 
of the claim statement. 
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Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard argument from both the sides and perused the 
papers on the record. 

From the pleadings of the parties the following issues 
arise for adjudication :— 

1 Whether the workman has worked regularly as 
casual labour/hand receipt from 20-10-1990 to 20-2-2000? 

2. Whether the workman is entitled to reinstatement? 

3. To what amount of back wages the workman is 
entitled? 

4. Relief if any ? 

ISSUE NO. 1 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
he has worked continuously from 20-10-1990 to 20-2-2000 
MW1 in his cross-examination has admitted as under :— 

“It is correct that Sh. Shyam Kumar has been working 
in the CPWD since 20-10-1990”. 

The workman has filed certificate issued by the 
Executive Engineer. This certificate is detail of attendance. 
He has been shown to work from 1990-1999. 

It was also submitted that the workman has been 
transferred from one division to another. The workman has 
filed letter dated 7-1-1997. He has been transferred to 
Parliament Works Division-II by the Executive Engineer. 
These letters are photocopies but they have not been 
denied by the management so these letters are admissible 
in evidence. 

It is also admitted to the management that the 
workman applied for leave according to leave rules on 
3-4-2000. In that leave it has been mentioned that he could 
not attend duty from 21-2-2000 to 24-2-2000 due to illness. 
The leave application of the workman has not been rejected 
by the management. 

The workman has worked regularly from 20-10-1990 
to 20-2-2000. He has applied for leave as per leave rules. 
The workman has worked regularly from 20-10-2000 on the 
post of Driver. This issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO. 2 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman was engaged on casual basis and the 
casual labour does not hold any lien on the post. The 
workman absented w.e.f. 21 -2-2000 and turned up only after 
a year. Thus, the workman himself left the work on 
21-2-2000. The workman has not worked continuously for 
240 days in a calendar month. 

It was further submitted that when the workman 
absented, alternative arrangements were made as the 
workman did not hold any lien against any post of the 
respondent. 


It was further submitted that the workman was 
involved in a Maintenance Suit with his wife. There was 
order of recovery of maintenance from Court of Ld. AD, 
thereafter the workman avoided personal appearance. 
Attachment orders were also passed against the workman 
on 17-2-2000. The workman went underground and applied 
sickness theory to ensure continuity of engagement with 
the respondent. 

It was further submitted that the workman was not 
actually ill. He has submitted a false medical certificate, 
whereas he has not filed any prescription and medicines 
receipts. 

It is true that the workman was involved in 
Maintenance Suit. The relevant documents have been 
filed regarding the same. However, the workman has 
applied for leave. He has worked for 10 years from 
20-10-1990 to 20-02-2000. In such circumstances it was 
necessary for the management to issue notice to the 
workman regarding absence but no notice to the workman 
has been issued. 

In 2006 (4) Scale a direction has been given to 
regularize the workmen who have worked for more than 10 
years subject to availability of the post. This workman has 
worked for 10 years, hence in view of the judgment of the 
Constitution Bench Judgment, the management should 
have considered his case for regularization. After working 
of 10 years a lien to the post is created and in view of the 
Constitution Bench Judgment referred to above it was the 
duty of the management to issue notice to the workman 
and if after notice the workman did not turn up, the 
management in its discretion may have terminated the 
services of the workman. 

In the instant case the workman has worked for 10 
years. He absented thereafter. He has applied for leave as 
per leave rules but his application has not been considered. 
He may have presumed that leave to the workman has 
been granted as there is no inquiry from the side of the 
management. He has worked for long 10 years. He has not 
received any retrenchment compensation. In case medical 
certificate submitted by the workman is found not genuine 
the management should have reinstated him considering 
him as leave without pay. 

The workman has worked for long 10 years. He has 
been transferred from one division to another. After 10 
years of service the workman was entitled to notice but no 
notice has been sent to the workman. 

The management has engaged another Driver at his 
place, so the work is of continuous and perennial nature. 
Temporaries and Badlis should not be engaged again and 
again for work of continuous and perennial nature. 

It has been held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court that 
in case a workman is engaged on muster roll basis it is 
necessary to issue him notice before expunging his name 
from the rolls. The workman is entitled to reinstatement. 
This issue is decided accordingly. 


3625 Gl/07—14 
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ISSUE NO. 3 

The workman has not established that he was really 
ill. His Medical Certificate does not appear to be genuine. 
He was a temporary employee. The management has 
engaged another Driver at his place. In the facts and 
circumstances of the present case the workman is not 
entitled to any back wages. This issue is decided 
accordingly. 

ISSUE NO. 4 

The workman is entitled to reinstatement w.e.f. 
21-02-2000 without any back wages. The management 
should reinstate the workman w.e.f. 21-02-2000. 

The reference is replied thus: 

The action of the management of Central Public 
Works Department, New Delhi in terminating the services 
of Shri Shyam Kumar, Ex. Motor Lorry Driver (Hand Receipt) 
w.e.f. 21-02-2000 as well as not regularizing his services 
from the date of his joining i.e. 20-10-1990 is neither just 
nor fair nor legal. The management should reinstate the 
workman w.e.f 21 -02-2000 without back wages. 

The award is given accordingly. 

Date: 09-08-2007 R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

16 3RRH, 2007 

HR.33T. 2542.—fHHIR 1947 (1947 

HR 14) H>t HT7T 17 ^ fr, HRsfa 7T3HH3 RTHT fHRFT 

H> HHHdfr H> 7lV<& PWl^IcbY i'leh <*>4 h>kT Ht 41 H, 

sfjhh r frfe 3Mfw IfrHH arffrHRH, 

hhri ^ rhr: nit HHRfsiri HRHt t, frt trhrt nit 
16-8-2007 HTtHRTRSTT sir ! 

[fr. RcT-40011 n 3/96-3Tlf 33R(frt.R.) ] 

3TfHHR7t 

New Delhi, the 16th August, 2007 

S.O. 2542.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Central 
Industrial Tribunal, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of D/oPost and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 16-8-2007. 

[No. L-40011/13/96-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

3FJsrsr 

^TT. 7fr.3Uf.Tt. 17/1998 

Wt’d : 7T3HR3, m RHTRRT, ^ f^erft HR 3TI^T 

sE. Rrl. 4001 l/13/96/3TT^.3?R.(^.^) fqHTRT 2-3-98 


fefrNRRf TpPPT 3frqt 3TR.RR.R3T. tttt^ 

RR.RR.R3T. RRRTrfH RR, 1805/1, RFRH Hit Hitst fr Ht#, 
fHRTHWlfr, 33Hfrl | Hjsff 

«HIM 

RT7£3 HRR33, frn vM THiRl fr 3TTH4 
33frtHr RRf, I 3T7T*lf 

YldlTO 3#RTjfr ; frt HtcfR RHRRI RTRT, 33R.Rg.fr.TRT. 

RTfrf H>t frtl fr : chl^ H?t 

3TJTsqf 3TRfr : gftf HRftsiH HSt* 

tHRTHT33Hl^ 22-12-2006 

1. 733HR3, m RHTRTH, Hf tTvvfl £T3T frp=T 1HH7R 

?3T Hit 33ffrPl u f4 fjj frfqcT Ih> 4I RHT f : 

“Whether the charter of demand as contained in 
Annex-A submitted by the National Union of R.M.S. and 
M. M. S. Employees from C/D/ED dated 10-2-95 is legal & 
justified? If so, to what relief the workman are entitled ?” 

2. ^qfrrr siri frfr nt rrhtr 3ffr33£3 fqm mmi 

TnMT rTtHH HT] frfHR frfr HR % fr 3THHT TTdAd STTHT H^R 
nfr 1 fHRg HTfrf rPthh Hit 3 tR fr 3 tth hht hr? ■srItrh 
HF t 33RTT H ft RTlf H^R fr?T fHPTI HHT 1 HHTHcfr HI RfHHH Hit 
frfr Hfr 3ffdH 'ilfe-H H>t mfrld 733lR frt TTRPH f <qiq^5 
HTRtd HTtf TqfrsRT H?t‘ 3TTHT t I HHR ^TT f % TjfrRR 
"?7T 3f c R u l fr <j=\f4 fr f I frfr frl ^Trh HR 'Tiifrcq f fH> 
ffrHTR frt T3IHT HHT t, TRtfr 73frfr fr 3T c r = TT 33fqT 

fdHI^ Hfr R8IT TTT^T fr Tfr TTlffrcT HRlfr fHRR T 
RltfrcR RTT ftcfeH fer fr I 3TR fr] gfrf ^rfFRr HFf 
33THT f I fr 1998 fr RHRRT fr 

frpTT "HT <51 f 3TH 3^3 33H3R frpTT ^TRT -RTfrfRH f, 33H: 

HR H<Yh Hvfr HR 75H3 HR fHPIT T3nHT f| "RfHT 
RfRHR H IfrHTR fr 7THH fr Hfrf H^R H 3TTSR Hfr t 

33H; ffrifrl <I^d Hfr 33fRHRfr -i^l f 3^3 RHRR fr" PlH 

33RT^ RlffrT fH>HT ■^RTRT f : 

“fr^RRT -qpm 33NT 33R.RR.rtt RH RR.RR.R3T. HR 
RFTRHfRHTH3 10-2-95 RH frH f I 3TH: ?Ttwm 
HTlf 33RfrH RTRT HRfr fr 3rfRHR3t HRt’ f l” 

3. 33HT^ 33THf lR'ii«r> 22-12-2006 Hit 3|fr -HNId4 fr 
fr^THT HTTHR ^HlHI RHT frt 7T3HR3 Hit HHRTRT^ TtHRITIIR 
fr^TT Hlfr 1 


RtHR RHRRI RTRf, ^HTHTRIrT 
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16 T, 2007 

■SR.3K. 2543.— 3?ki l P l 4» fadK Slfofrpm, 1947 (1947 
tfiT 14) ^TRT 17 ^ 4f, ^#4 Wsm, '&Z 

3TTTT ^ftr^TT ^ ^ 3jfc <*4 <*kT 

^ #3, SFpfa 4 fafe 3?|sAPl* 4’ *K<*>K, 

3ft^p|ef) 3Tf^4^/?R %rf ^ T4R (^M wit 

180/2004) ^ y^ifvra ^rrcft i, ^fl ***14 tttftt ^ 
16-8-2007 ^ wz 13T1 *JT 1 

[B. T^-l 2012/561 /1998-3^3TR(^-I)] 
3F3R cpTR, ^3? 3TfeKt 
New Delhi, the 16th August, 2007 
S.O. 2543.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 180/ 
2004) of the Central Government, Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 16-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/561 /1998-lR (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 
PRESENT 

Shri K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 180/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 279/99) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 
BETWEEN 

Sri. R. Gopalan : 1 Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: 11 Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Tiruchirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s. K ,S. Sundar, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, M inistry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/561/98-IR (B-I) dated 26-04-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CG1D No. 279/99 and issued notices 


to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-cum-Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as I.D. 
No. 180/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri R. Gopalan, wait list No. 541 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub-staff in Class IV cadre in 
State Bank of India and he was given appointment as 
messenger after an interview and medical examination. He 
was appointed on temporary basis at Karur branch from 
3-4-1985. The Petitioner was orally informed that his services 
were no more required. The non-employment of the 
Petitioner and others became subject matter before Supreme 
Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State Bank 
Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which was 
taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/Bank, in 
addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement under 
Section 18(1) reached between management of State Bank 
of India and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation 
and the settlement is with regard to absorption of Class IV 
temporary workmen who were denied employment after 
1985-86 were classified in the settlement was under 
consideration once again and they classified the workmen 
under three categories namely A, B and C. Though the 
classification was unreasonable, the Respondent/Bank 
brought to the notice of the Petitioner about the interview 
to be held through advertisements. The Petitioner also 
submitted his application in the prescribed format through 
Branch Manager of the Karur branch. He was called for an 
interview by a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank 
in this regard. But, they have not informed the result of 
interview and also with regard to appointment. But, the 
Petitioner was informed orally to join at the branch where 
he initially worked as a class IV employee. From 3-4-1985, 
the Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger 
and some times performing work in other branches also. 
While working on temporary basis in Tiruchirapalli branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1 - 4 - 1997 . Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard 
to his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in 
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failure, the matter was referred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, 
the reference framed did not satisfy the grievance of the 
Petitioner, he has made a fresh representation to 
Government to reconsider the reference and the Petitioner 
requested the Respondent/Bank to continue to engage 
him in service as obtained prior to 31-3-1997 and to 
regularise him in service in due course. The Respondent/ 
Bank took up an unreasonable stand that the service and 
the number of days worked by Petitioner were treated as of 
no consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, 
it engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after 
the settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement 
by which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the Respondent/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The waitlist suffers serious infirmities and it is not 
based on strict seniority and without any rationale. Hence, 
for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant relief of 
regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all attendant 
benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Government 
for adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bonafide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was waitlisted as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-7-1988,7-10-1988,9-1 -1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along w ith 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 541 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of652 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as 
A, B and C. Considering their temporary service and subject 
to other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service w as to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 541 he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
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(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?’ 


say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of 
daily wages was not finalized and hence not published and 
there is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has 
no claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with 
costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
‘Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated that all 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 541 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees, 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly • 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18( 1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
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appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25 F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.Ml and the 
averments of M WI and M W2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. M1 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C’, but this categorization of'A, 
B &C ! is quite opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first 
go’ or‘firstcome— last go’ and therefore, the categorization 
in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have 
not been informed about this amendment which includes 
casuals affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 four types of waiting lists have to be 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 
in this case. Those candidates under Ex.M 10 were found 
suitable for appointment as messengers and sweepers. 
Even MW 1 is unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 
was prepared, but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was 
prepared based on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 
and 9-1-91 which are marked as Ex.MI, M3 and M4 
respectively. But, when MW1 has spoken about the 
settlements, he deposed that settlement dated 27-10-88 was 


not included in the Madras circle since the High Court 
order is there, but he has not produced any document in 
support of the so called non-inclusion except his bald 
statement. Further, according to MW1 wait list under 
Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but there is no pleading in 
the Counter Statement with regard to this wait list. Further 
the Hon’ble High Court has held in its order dated 23-7-99 
in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is marked as an exhibit, in 
which it is stated that ‘it is clear that the 1987 settlement 
was concerned with the temporary class IV employees who 
were paid scale wages as per Bipartite Settlement while the 
1988 settlement dealt with daily wager in Class IV category 
who were paid wages daily on mutual agreement basis. In 
such circumstances, as rightly contended the Respondent 
are not justified and combined the list of candidates covered 
under 1987 settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed 
two distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat 
on.e class and their action undoubtedly amounts to 
violation of Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, 
the averment of MW1 and the statements in Counter 
Statement are contrary to the above and it is nothing but a 
desperate attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or 
perpetrated by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals 
with unequals. It is further contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that as per deposition of MW1 wait list under 
Ex.M 10 comparises of both messengerial and non- 
messengerial candidates .While the temporary employees 
were appointed after due process of selection and were 
paid wages on the basis of industry wise settlement, it is 
not so in the case of casuals. Therefore, both belongs to 
two different and distinct categories. But, Ex.M3 provides 
for the same norms to the casuals as in the case of 
temporary employees in the matter of absorption. 
Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of Constitution 
of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of 
separate panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, 
it has not been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 
circular regarding projected vacancies for the period from 
1987 to 1994. Furthermore, no wait list was released / 
published even after the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 
in W.P. No.7872/91 directing the Respondent/Bank to 
release the list of successful candidates pursuant to the 
first advertisement published in ‘The Hindu’ dated I -8-88. 
Furthermore, wait list under Ex. M10 does not carry 
particulars about the candidates, date of initial appointment 
and the number of days put in by them to arrive at their 
respective seniority. From all these things, it is clear that 
Ex. Ml 0 has been prepared in violation of instructions and 
ceased to have the credibility attached to the wait list. 
Above all, Ex, Ml was not produced at the time of 
conciliation proceedings held during the year 1997-98 held 
at Chennai and Madurai and only during the year 2003 the 
Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. M10 before 
this Tribunal marking it as a confidential document. It is 
further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these petitioners 
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were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not been told at 
the time of initial appointment that their appointment was 
in leave vacancy. Further, even before or after the settlement 
on absorption of temporary employees, the expression that 
they were engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device 
to take them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. 
Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/ 
Bank is continuous and though the Petitioner has performed 
the duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H. D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies’ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal." Learned representative 
further contended that Ex. M10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
foture vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross 


examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. M1 to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as epshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of l.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account ot settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
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Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the l.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 1 LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED 
GLASS INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
A.P. AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the 
union entered into a settlement with the management settling 
the claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from 
the job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen 
raised a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that'‘in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings w'ith a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
It further held that “there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala Tides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 1 LLJ 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “settlements are divided into two 


categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(1) of the l.D. Act and 
(ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation proceedings 
under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first category has 
limited application and binds merely parties to it and 
settlement of the second category made with a recognised 
majority union has extended application as it will be binding 
on all workmen of the establishment. Even in case of the 
first category,- if the settlement was reached with a 
representative union of which the contesting workmen were 
members and if there was nothing unreasonable or unfair 
in the terms of the settlement, it must be binding on the 
contesting workmen also.” He further relied on the. rulings 
reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“settlement is arrived at by the free will of the parties and is 
a pointer to there being good will between them. When 
there is a dispute that the settlement is not bonafide in 
nature or that it has been arrived at on account of fraud, 
misrepresentation or concealment of facts or even 
corruption and other inducements, it coqld be subject matter 
of yet another industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, 
may refer for adjudication after examining the allegations 
as there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with, the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Numbers given for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM J1LLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS 
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UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein 
the Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of 
reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a 
reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material before it, it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some 
technical defects in the wording of reference, subjecting 
the poor workman to hardship involved in moving the 
machinery again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should 
look into the pleading and find out the exact nature of 
pleading of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of 
dispute instead of refusing to answer the reference on 
merits.” Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power 
to go into the question whether the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated in service or not for which he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1998 LAB IC1664 VAN SAGNATHAN ORIENT 
PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. 
wherein the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that 
“the Tribunal cannot go behind the terms of reference, but 
that does not mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of 
parties.” He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 
IC 1507 A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, 
LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held 
that “it has been repeatedly held that the Labour Court 
should not attempt to consider the order under reference 
in a technical manner or a pedantic manner, but should 
consider the order of reference in a fair and reasonable 
manner.” He also argued that in Express Newspapers P. 
Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court 
has held that “the Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all 
incidental matters also and the order of reference should 
not be construed in the manner which would prolong the 
industrial adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to 
decide the real nature of disputes between the parties and 
with that object in view, it should consider the order of 
reference in a fair and reasonable manner, though the order 
of reference is not happily framed nor was it framed to the 
high expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 


is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs, K.V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Government service in 
an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-9 8, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the.bank. Whatever conditional 
right they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. 
The claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. 
was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single 
Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided the 
appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the 
appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala- 
fide motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of 
the date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 


3625 Gl/07—15 



6672 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 8,2007/BHADRA 17,1929 


wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence "of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though: (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which, means creation of a vacancy; (b) he 
was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he 
appointed in pursuance of a notification calling for 
applications which means he had entered by a back door; 
(c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post at the time 
of his appointment; (d) his record of service since his 
appointment is not satisfactory. These are the additional 
problems indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from 
giving of such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied 
upon by the High Court justify such wholesale, 
unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
Resumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fill filling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997IISCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full 
Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned 
posts. “So far as the question of confirmation of these 
employees whose entry itself was illegal and void is 
concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 


contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR 
AND ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they 
are temporary employees working on daily wages. Under 
these circumstances, their disengagement from service 
cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under the I D. 
Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be 
stretched to such an extent as to cov<re these employees. 
Since they are only daily wage employees and have no 
right to the posts, their disengagement is not arbitrary.” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ 
(Supp) 754 wherein the Rajasthan High Court has held that 
“Under Section 25G of the I. D. Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come-firstgo’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not established 
with any evidence that his juniors were made permanent 
by the Respondent/Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has 
shown anything, the Respondent/Bank is ready to establish 
the fact before this Tribunal that he has worked more days 
than the Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank cannot' 
be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be 
dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC i 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, 
the Supreme Court has held that “merely because a 
temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is 
not open to the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the 
instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end or of ad-hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right.” Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the 
person who accepts an engagement either temporary or 
casual in nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts 
the employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is 
not in a position to bargain —not at arms length since he 
might have been searching for some employment so as to 
eke out his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But 
on that ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison 
the constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate 
illegalities and to take the view that a person who has 
temporarily or casually got employed should be directed 
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to be continued permanently. By doing so, it will be creating 
another mode of public appointment which is not 
permissible.” Further, the Supreme Court while laying down 
the law, has clearly held that “unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
among qualified persons, the same would not confer any 

right on the appointee.It has to be clarified that merely 

because a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is 
continued for a time beyond the term of his appointment, 
he would not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service 
or made permanent merely on the strength of such 
continuance, if the original appointment was not made by 
following a due process of selection as envisaged by 
relevant rules.” Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL 
FERTILIZERS LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “regularisation 
furthermore, is not a mode of appointment and if 
appointment is made without following the rules, the same 
being a nullity, the question of confirmation of an employee 
upon the expiry of purported period of probation would 
not arise.” Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL 
COUNCIL, SUJANPUR Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the 
Supreme Court has held that “it is not disputed that the 
appointment of the Respondent was not in sanctioned post. 
Being a ‘State’ within the meaning of Article 12 of the 
Constitution of India, the Appellant for the purpose of 
recruiting its employees was bound ic foilow the recruitment 
rules. Any recruitment made in violation of such rules as 
also in violation of constitutional scheme enshrined under 
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be 
void in law.” Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA 
PRADESH STATE AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “only because an employee had worked 
for more than 240 days of service by that itself would not 
confer any legal right upon him to be regularised in service. 
” The Supreme Court also held that “the changes brought 
about by the subsequent decisions of this court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of 
the Government in the wake of prevailing market economy, 
globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in 
view of the settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 


such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference,' they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the Petitioner 
is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this, 
day the 31 st January, 2007). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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WW1 Sri R. Gopalan 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
For the Respondent MW1 SriC. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W1 

1-8-88 

Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 

20-4-88 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

W3 

244-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

1-5-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

2008-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-3-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-3-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of Respondent/ 
Bank to all Branches regarding 
identification of messenger vacancies and 
filling them before 31 -3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

11-7-85 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Karur Branch. 

W10 

27-10-92 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirapalli Branch. 

Wll 

1-9-93 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirapalli Branch. 

W12 

4-10-94 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirapalli Branch. 

W13 

11-10-95 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirapalli Branch. 

W14 

22-10-92 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirapalli Branch. 

W15 

Nfl 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W16 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters up to 31-12-95. 

W17 

6-3-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 


zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W18 

6-3-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj 

W19 

6-3-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan 

W20 

17-3-97 

Xerox copy of the Service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan 

W21 

26-3-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi 

W22 

31-3-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi 

W23 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle 

W24 

13-2-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list 

W25 

9-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office Circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W26 ‘ 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W27 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms creation of part 
time general attendants. 

W28 

7-2-06 

Xerox copy of the Local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W29 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

094)1-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

094)6-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No.7872/91. 

M8 

154)5-98 

Xerox copy of the order in 
O. P. No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Chennai 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 


Witnesses Examined 
For the Petitioner 
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16 sum, 2007 

W.3TT. 2544.-afltUlfM'fc fariR 3lfafWT, 1947 (1947 

14) eft %TRT 17 ^ SPJHrih 4', <£^4 TRTTL ^ 
3TFFT <£ TRtRril PWI^T '3^ 4 i4<+>k) 

^ ^pysfa 4‘ faf^s afl^ilPw 4f =h^l4 *R4»K, 
afratf^ arflreRwspr ^ w (tM toit 

195/2004) ^ y^rfVra 'aRcft i, # m<*\< ^ 

16-8-2007 WZ fSTT «TT I 

[IT TT^T-12012/639/1998-3nf3TR(^-I)] 
3R?T cpiR, srfRSFJTTt 

New Delhi, the 16th August, 2007 
S.O. 2544. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 195/ 
2004) of the Central Government, Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 16-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/639/1998-1R (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 195/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 303/99) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Staie Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri. V. Thangaraju : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: 11 Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s. K .S. Sundar, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

I. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/639/98-IR (B-I) dated 28-04-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 303/99 and issued notices 


to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-cum-Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 1. D. 
No. 195/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri P. V. Thangaraju, wait list No. 361 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?'’ 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Vangal branch from 
11-01-1983. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees' Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 whieh 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy'of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staif 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Vangal 
branch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IV employee. From 11-01-83, the Petitioner has been 
working as a temporary messenger and sometimes 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temporary basis in Vangal branch, another advertisement 
by the Respondent/Bank was made regarding casual 
workers who were reported to be in service during the 
same period. While the Petitioner was working as such, the 
Manager of the branch informed the Petitioner orally on 
31-3-1997 that his services are not required any more and 
he need not attend the office from 1-4-1997. Hence, the 
Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his non- 
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employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, the 
matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Governmenf to 
reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested the 
Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service as 
obtained prior to 31-3-1997 and to regularise him in service 
in due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an 
unreasonable stand that the service and the number of 
days worked by Petitioner were treated as of no 
consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, it 
engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after the 
settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by 
which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the TD. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the Respondent/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary w'orkmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty' cash or by directing him i:> work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The waitlist suffers serious infirmities and it is not 
based on strict seniority and without any rationale. Hence, 
(or all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant relief of 
regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all attendant 
benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Government 
for ad judication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise, 
i he engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
i iw, retrenchment and implemented by Respcndeni/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he w'as waitlisted as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 


when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-7-1988,7-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 361 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Thrichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of652 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as 
A, B and C. Considering their temporary service and subject 
to other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category(B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category(C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to4>e considered for 
seniority in the waitlist and it was also agreed that w r ait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 361 he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
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before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of 
daily wages was not finalized and hence not published and 
there is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has 
no claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with 
costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 

^subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated that all 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India StafTFederatiOn were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are : 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 361 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 


thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 
Point No. 1 : 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees, 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M 1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
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Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & 1C 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs, S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.Ml and the 
averments of MWI and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C’, but this categorization of‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first 
go’ or'first come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization 
in Clause I is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have 
not been informed about this amendment which includes 
casuals affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex.W2 four types of waiting lists have to be 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 
in this case. Those candidates under Ex.M 10 were found 
suitable for appointment as messengers and sweepers. 
Even MW 1 is unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 
was prepared, but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was 
prepared based on the settlement dated 17-11 -87, 27-10-88 
and 9-1-91 which are marked as Ex.MI, M3 and M4 
respectively. But, when MWI has spoken about the 


settlements, he deposed that settlement dated 27-10-88 was 
not included in the Madras circle since the High Court 
order is there, but he has not produced any document in 
support of the so called non-inclusion except his bald 
statement. Further, according to MWI wait list under 
Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but there is no pleading in 
the Counter Statement with regard to this wait list. Further 
the Hon’ble High Court has held in its order dated 23-7-99 
in W.P.No. 7872 of 1991, which is marked as an exhibit, in 
which it is stated that ‘it is clear that the 1987 settlement 
was concerned with the temporary class IV employees who 
were paid scale wages as per Bipartite Settlement while the 
1988 settlement dealt with daily wager in Class IV category 
who were paid wages daily on mutual agreement basis. In 
such circumstances, as rightly contended the Respondent 
are not justified and combined the list of candidates covered 
under 1987 settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed 
two distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat 
one class and their action undoubtedly amounts to 
violation of Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, 
the averment of MWI and the statements in Counter 
Statement are contrary to the above and it is nothing but a 
desperate attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or 
perpetrated by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals 
with unequals. It is further contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that as per deposition of MWI wait list under 
Ex.M 10 comparises of both messengerial and non- 
messengerial candidates. While the temporary employees 
were appointed after due process of selection and were 
paid wages on the basis of industry wise settlement, it is 
not so in the case of casuals. Therefore, both belongs to 
two different and distinct categories. But, Ex.M3 provides 
for the same norms to the casuals as in the case of 
temporary employees in the matter of absorption. 
Therefore, it is violative of Article 14 & 16 of Constitution 
of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex.M 1 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of 
separate panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, 
it has not been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 
circular regarding projected vacancies for the period from 
1987 to 1994. Furthermore, no wait list was released / 
published even after the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 
in W.P. No.7872/91 directing the Respondent/Bank to 
release the list of successful candidates pursuant to the 
first advertisement published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1 -8-88. 
Furthermore, wait list under Ex. M10 does not carry 
particulars about the candidates, date of initial appointment 
and the number of days put in by them to arrive at their 
respective seniority. From all these things, it is clear that 
Ex. M10 has been prepared in violation of instructions and 
ceased to have the credibility attached to the wait list. 
Above all, Ex. Ml was not produced at the time of 
conciliation proceedings held during the year 1997-98 held 
at Chennai and Madurai and only during the year 2003 the 
Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. M10 before 
this Tribunal marking it as a confidential document. It is 
further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
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the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these petitioners 
were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not been told at 
the time of initial appointment that their appointment was 
in leave vacancy. Further, even before or after the settlement 
on absorption of temporary employees, the expression that 
they were engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device 
to take them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. 
Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/ 
Bank is continuous and though the Petitioner has performed 
the duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 
4 SCC 201 H. D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies” casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal.” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex. M10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMf> No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 


deposition of management witnesses during the cross 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf o^_the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
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their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ED. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners'are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary' messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejested. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED 
GLASS INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
A.P. AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the 
union entered into a settlement with the management settling 
the claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from 
the job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen 
raised a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen,” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 11 LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
It further held that “there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 1 LLJ 308 K.C.P. LTD. Ks. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 


Court has held that “settlements are divided into two 
categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I.D. Act and 
(ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation proceedings 
under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first category has 
limited application and binds merely parties to it and 
settlement of the second category made with a recognised 
majority union has extended application as it will be binding 
on all workmen of the establishment. Even in case of the 
first category, if the settlement was reached with a 
representative union of which the contesting workmen were 
members and if there was nothing unreasonable or unfair 
in the terms of the settlement, it must be binding on the 
contesting workmen also.” He further relied on the. rulings 
reported in AIR2000 SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“settlement is arrived at |?y the free will of the parties and is 
a pointer to there being goodwill between them. When 
there is a dispute that the settlement is not bona fide in 
nature or that it has been arrived at on account of fraud, 
misrepresentation or concealment of facts or even 
corruption and other inducements, it could be subject matter 
of yet another industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, 
may refer for adjudication after examining the allegations 
as there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are riot parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govemmenst 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it 
is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 345 SECRETARY, 
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KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS 
UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein 
the Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of 
reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a 
reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material before it, it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some 
technical defects in the wording of reference, subjecting 
the poor workman to hardship involved in moving the 
machinery again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should 
look into the pleading and find out the exact nature of 
pleading of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of 
dispute instead of refusing to answer the reference on 
merits.” Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power 
to go into the question whether the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated in service or not for which he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1998 LAB IC 1664 VAN SAGNATHAN ORIENT 
PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. 
wherein the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that 
“the Tribunal cannot go behind the terms of reference, but 
that does not mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of 
parties.” He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 
IC 1507 A.SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, 
LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held 
that “it has been repeatedly held that the Labour Court 
should not attempt to consider the order under reference 
in a technical manner or a pedantic manner, but should 
consider the order of reference in a fair and reasonable 
manner.” He also argued that in Express Newspapers P. 
Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court 
has held that “the Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all 
incidental matters also and the order of reference should 
not be construed in the manner which would prolong the 
industrial adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to 
decide the real nature of disputes between the parties and 
with that object in view, it should consider the order of 
reference in a fair and reasonable manner, though the order 
of reference is not happily framed nor was it framed to the 
high expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petifteners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13.1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 


is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Government service in 
an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional 
right they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. 
The claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. 
was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single 
Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided the 
appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the 
appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
- the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala- 
fide motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of 
the date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 


J 
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HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though: (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; (b) he 
was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he 
appointed in pursuance of a notification calling for 
applications which means he had entered by a back door; 
(c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post at the time 
of his appointment; (d) his record of service since his 
appointment is not satisfactory. These are the additional 
problems indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from 
giving of such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied 
upon by the High Court justify such wholesale, 
unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
humb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997IISCC 1ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full 
Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned 
posts. “So far as the question of confirmation of these 
employees whose entry itself was illegal and void is 
concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 


nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leaye 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI& ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR 
AND ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they 
are temporary employees working on daily wages. Under 
these circumstances, their disengagement from service 
cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. 
Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be 
stretched to such an extent as to cover these employees. 
Since they afe only daily wage employees and have no 
right to the posts, their disengagement is not arbitrary.” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ 
(Supp) 754 wherein the Rajasthan High Court has held that 
“Under Section 25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of ‘last come-first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors. Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not established 
with any evidence that his juniors were made permanent 
by the Respondent/Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has 
shown anything, the Respondent/Bank is ready to establish 
the fact before this Tribunal that he has worked more days 
than the Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank cannot 
be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be 
dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 Secretary, State 
of Karnataka Vs. Uma Devi, the Supreme Court has held 
that merely because a temporary employee or a casual wage 
worker is continued for a time beyond the term of his 
appointment, he would not be entitled to be absorbed in 
regular service or made permanent merely on the strength 
of such, continuance, if the original appointment was not 
made by following a due process of selection as envisaged 
by relevant rules. It is not open to the Court to prevent 
regular recruitment at the instance of temporary employees 
whose period of employment has come to an end or of ad- 
hoc emplqyees who by the very nature of their 
appointment, do not acquire any right.” Further, it has also 
held that “it is not as if, the person who accepts an 
engagement either temporary or casual in nature is not 
aware of his employment. He accepts the employment with 
open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person^who has temporarily or 
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casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
ofthe Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days of 
service by that itself would not confer any legal right upon 
him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court also 
held that “the changes brought about by the subsequent 
decisions of this court probably having regard to the 
changes in the policy decisions of the Government in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 


the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention ofthe learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be, absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, 1 find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions ofthe Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 : 

The next point to be decided in this case is tq what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
correctedand pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2007). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined: 

For the Petitioner WW1 SriV. Thangaraju 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
For the Respondent MW1 SriC. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 


Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 1-8-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 204-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 


W3 


W4 

W5 

W6 

W7 


W8 


W9 


244-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

1-5-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

15-3-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

25-3-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

15-11-88 Xerox copy of the Service certificate 
issued by Karur Branch. 


W10 12-10-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Karur Siruthozhil Branch. 

Wll Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 


W12 Nil 


Xerox copy of the Reference book on 
Staff matters Vol. Ill consolidated upto 


31-12-95. 


W13 6-3-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan 

W14 6-3-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W15 

6-3-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan 

W16 

17-3-97 

Xerox copy of the Service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan 

W17 

26-3-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi 

W18 

31-3-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi 

W19 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle 

W20 

13-2-95 

Xerox copy of the Maducai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list 

W21 

9-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office Circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
mefeting. 

W23 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and Ail India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms creation of part 
time general attendants. 

W24 

7-2-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

09-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

0906-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in 
O. P. No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

1007-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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W.3TT. 2545.—^TfapFFT, 1947 (1947 
I4)^t m 17 $ 3ppm 4f, W4>K t^FT stpf 
■£ 37^'»4?fjf ^ TPTS f^FT^f 3^: -3 Ff£ +4<+)RT ^ 
afl - ®!, 4f fnR^d 3?|fcl|p|<6 fcHK^f eb'sQq ■W'OfcR 

3Tf^7 u T ) ^9^ ^ tRIZ WIT 178/2004) y+lfeld 
^TTrft t, ^ ^sfa 16-8-2007 3ITRT ^3TT *71 t 

[77. TRrf-12012/559/1998 ~3Tlf3TR( 4t-I)] 
■JpjRT Srf^cM’O 

New Delhi, the 16th August, 2007 

S.O. 2545.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 178/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 16-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/559/1998-1 R(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January', 2007 
PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 178/2004 

[Principal Labour CourtCGID No. 277/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudiation under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri R. Dhakshinamoorthy : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Region-I, 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s. K. S. Sundar, Advocates 

AWARD 

I. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/559/98-IR (B-I) dated 26-04-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 277/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D.No. 178/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri R. Dhakshinamoorthy, wait list No. 450 for 
restoring the wait list of temporary messengers in 
the establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Sripuranthan branch from 
27-04-1987. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Sripuranthan branch. He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 27-04-87, the Petitioner 
has been working as a temporary messenger and some 
times performing work in other branches also. While working 
on temporary basis in Sripuranthan branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
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1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the l.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been Regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him lo work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-07-1988,07-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 450 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office,Trichys. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
empl^jyees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 
temporary employees were appointed and since the 
Petitioner was wait listed at 450 he was not appointed. The 
said settlements were bona fide which were the only 
workable solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlements 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Further, the said settlements were not questioned by any 
union so far and the settlements of bank level settlements 
and operated throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/ 
Bank and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such 
plea. It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
fifteen arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
he passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated all the 
settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of India 
Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act and 
not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff r 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the High 
Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner questioned 
the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91. It is false to allege 
that the settlements are contrary to the eights of the 
Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are;— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 450 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point 1 

t 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service"of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18( 1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have 
not been informed about this amendment which includes 
casuals affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 four types of waiting lists have to be 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in 
this case. Those candidates under Ex.M 10 were found 
suitable for appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even 
MW 1 is unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was 
prepared, but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared 
based on the settlement dated 17-11 -87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 
which are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, 
when MW 1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed 
that settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWI wait list under Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals w ith unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex.M 10 comparises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex, W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the ye&r 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
"to employ workmen as ‘badlies ’, casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. Ml 0 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW l. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25 B and 25 F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that "the expression 
'actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc”. It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and th$y are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incoirect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 


settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. 
Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that " settlement is arrived at 
by the free will of the parties and is a pointer fo there 
being good will between them . When there is a dispute 
that the settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has 
been arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, may refer 
for adjudication after examining the allegations as there 
is an underlying assumption that the settlement reached 
’ with the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait 1 ist Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, ifpoints of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ’’ It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal his got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDIC ATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARASINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be.justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997 11SCC 1 ASHWAN1 KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry' itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
V1DYARTH1 & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the l.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts. 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/BanK 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees w ho by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law', has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary' employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the 
learned counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I ftnd the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service qr made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner W W1 Sri R. Dakshinamoorthy 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued bj' Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. Nq. Date Description 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 

Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messnger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 09-10-87 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Sripuranthan Branch. 

W10 09-10-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Sripuranthan Branch. 

Wll 05-05-95 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Sripuranthan Branch. 

WI2 Nil Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Sripuranthan Branch. 

W13 Nil Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Sripuranthan Branch. 

W14 6-95 to Xerox copy of the service certificate 

12-96 issued by Sripuranthan Branch. 

W15 10-01-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Sripuranthan Branch. 

W16 22-05-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Tiruchirapalli Branch. 

W17 09-10-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Sripuranthan Branch. 

W18 09-10-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Sripuranthan Branch. 

W19 Nfl Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W20 Nfl Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W21 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

W22 064)3-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 


Ex. No. Date Description 

W23 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 

W24 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars— 

J. Velmurugan. 

W25 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W26 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 

W27 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 ofMadurai Circle. 

W28 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W29 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 

No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W30 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 

meeting. 

W31 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W32 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W33 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description. 

M1 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-7-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of thS settlement. 

M4 9-01-91 Xerox copy ofthe settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 9-06-95 Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 

proceedings. 

M7 28-5»-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-5-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-7-99 Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 

in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 

Module. 

Mil 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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New Delhi, the 16th August, 2007 
S.O. 2546. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 179/ 
2004) of the Central Government, Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 16-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/560/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 179/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 278/99) 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause (d) 
of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 
BETWEEN 

Sri. M. Paneerselvam : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : SriV. S.Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s. K .S. Sundar, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, 
vide Order No. L-12012/560/98-IR (B-I) dated 28-04-1999 
has referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 27 8/99 and issued notices 


to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-cum -Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as I. D. 
No. 179/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri. M. Paneerselvam, wait list No. 398 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows :— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Kulithalai branch from 
July, 1984. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Kulithalai 
branch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IV employee. From July, 84, the Petitioner has been 
working as a temporary messenger and some times 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temporary basis in Musiri branch, another advertisement 
by the Respondent/Bank was made regarding casual 
workers who were reported to be in service during the 
same period. While the Petitioner was working as such, the 
Manager of the branch informed the Petitioner orally on 
31-3-1997 that his services are not required any more and 
he need not attend the office from 1-4-1997. Hence, the 
Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his non-employment. 
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Since the conciliation ended in failure, the matter was 
referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. Though reference 
was sent to this Tribunal, the reference framed did not 
satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he has made a fresh 
representation to Government to reconsider the reference 
and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/Bank to 
continue to engage him in service as obtained prior to 31 - 
3-1997 and to regularise him in service in due course. The 
Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable stand that the 
service and the number of days worked by Petitioner were 
treated as of no consequence, since according to the 
Respondent/Bank, it engaged the Petitioner only in 
temporary services after the settlement. The Petitioner was 
not aware of settlement by which his services and number 
of days worked by him after interview do not merit 
consideration. The Petitioner was not a party to the 
settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before the 
conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action in 
not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Aw ard. Even 
though the settlement speaks about three categories only 
a single wait list has been prepared and the Respondent/ 
Bank has been regularising according to their whims and 
fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not observed the 
instructions regarding grant of increments, leave, medical 
benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which amounts to 
violation of relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work 
either by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work 
under assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair 
labour practice. The waitlist suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationale. Hence, 
for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant relief of 
regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all attendant 
benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Government 
for adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he w as waitlisted as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-7-1988,7-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 398 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Rrichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of652 w aitlisted temporary employees w ere 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, aannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as 
A, B and C. Considering their temporary service and subject 
to other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category(B) the temporary employees 
who have completed 270 days aggregate temporary service 
in any continuous block of 36 calendar months and under 
calegory(C) the temporary employees who have completed 
30 days aggregate temporary service in any calendar year 
after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days aggregate temporary 
service in any continuous block of 36 calendar months 
were to be considered. As per clause 7, the length of 
temporary service was to be considered for seniority in the 
waitlist and it was also agreed that wait list was to lapse in 
December, 1991 and the cut off date was extended up to 
31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which were to arise upto 
31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid and enforceable 
right for appointment. The Respondent had implemented 
the voluntary retirement scheme and even the permanent 
vacancies stand substantially reduced. There were no 
regular vacancies available. The peculiar problem was due 
to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary' employees 
were working in leave vacancies and not in regular 
permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid settlements, 
out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary employees 
were appointed and since the Petitioner was wait listed at 
398 he was not appointed. The said settlements w ere bona 
fide which were the only workable solution and is binding 
on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped from 
questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and his 
claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
w ere not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
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say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
31-12-94 were filled up against the waited 1 ist of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of daily 
wages was not finalized and hence not published and there 
is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has no 
claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, 
the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated that all 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India StafFFederation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are: 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 398 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 


(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guide lines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court to 
protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit ofthe Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same, guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 
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applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.Ml and the 
• averments of MWI and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. M1 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘ A, B and C\ but this categorization of‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of Mast come—first 
go’ or ‘first come— last go* and therefore, the categorization 
in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex,Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
Therefore these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.MlO were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MWI has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 


circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWI wait list under Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MWI wait list under Ex.MlO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex.M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contended that preparation of Ex. M 1 namely wait list is 
not inconformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non¬ 
preparation of separate panels amounfs to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released / published even after the Court 
order in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the candidates, 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all 
these things, it is clear that Ex. M10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. M1 was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the year 
2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list 
Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential document 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that 
though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
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been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
the expression that they were engaged in leave 'vacancy 
was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H. D. SINGH Vs. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
‘badlies” casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal.” 
Learned representative further contended that Ex. M10 wait 
list has not been prepared in accordance with principle of 
seniority in the legal sense, since the selected candidates 
with longest service should have priority over those who 
joined the service later and therefore, the wait list under 
Ex. Ml0 which has been drawn up is contrary to law and 
also bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted 
in accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though clause 
2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable for 
permanent appointment will be offered appointment against 
existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and 
in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment 
or posting within the prescribed period, he will be deemed 
to have refused it and the name shall stand deleted from 
the respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross 
examination had become apparent that they have no 


personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. M1 to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Section 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period ofl2 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
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accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED 
GLASS INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
A.P. AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 

It further held that ‘ ‘there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 1 LLJ 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided into 


two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the l.D. 
Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first 
category has limited application and binds merely parties 
to it and settlement of the second category made with a 
recognised majority union has extended application as it 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment. Even 
in case of the first category, if the settlement was reached 
with a representative union of which the contesting 
workmen were members and if there was nothing 
unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the settlement, it 
must be binding on the contesting workmen also.” He 
further relied on the. rulings reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 
NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bonafide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended, that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary, messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
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KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS 
UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein 
the Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of 
reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability-of a 
reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material before it, it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some 
technical defects in the wording of reference, subjecting 
the poor workman to hardship involved in moving the 
machinery again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should 
look into the pleading and find out the exact nature of 
pleading of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of 
dispute instead of refusing to answer the reference on 
merits.” Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power 
to go into the question whether the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated in service or not for which he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1998 LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN 
ORIENT PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & 
ORS. wherein the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held 
that “the Tribunal cannot go behind the terms of reference, 
but that does not mean that it cannot look into the pleadings 
of parties.” He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC-1507 A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING 
OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has 
been held that “it has been repeatedly held that the Labour 
Court should not attempt to consider the order under 
reference in a technical manner or a pedantic manner, but 
should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner.” He also argued that in Express 
Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the 
Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal has jurisdiction 
to consider all incidental matters also and the order of 
reference should not be construed in the manner which 
would prolong the industrial adjudication. The Labour Court 
is expected to decide the real nature of disputes between 
the parties and with that object in view, it should consider 
the order of reference in a fair and reasonable manner, 
though the order of reference is not happily framed nor 
was it framed to the high expectation of the Labour Court.” 
Relying on all these decisions, the representative for the 
Petitioner argued that though in the reference, it is not 
mentioned that whether the retrenchment is valid or not, 
from the pleadings it is clear that the Petitioners have been 
retrenched from the Respondent/Bank and therefore, this 
Tribunal can look into the pleadings of the Petitioners and 
can decide whether the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated 
in service as alleged by him and whether he is entitled to 
the back wages as alleged by him. Therefore, the argument 
advanced on the side of the Respondent that it is beyond 
the scope of reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner, Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 


Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that ‘ ‘the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Government service in 
an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was ayearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are ofthe opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry' 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala- 
fide motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of 
the date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF HARYANA 
AND ORS. Vs. P1ARA SINGH AND OTHERS wherein 
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the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to the 
direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees who 
have continued for more than a year should be regularised, 
we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction has been 
given without reference to the existence of a vacancy. The 
direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ temporary 
employee who has been continued for one year should be 
regularised even though: (a) no vacancy is available for 
him which means creation of a vacancy; (b) he was not 
sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he appointed 
in pursuance of a notification calling for applications which 
means he had entered by a back door ; (c) he was not 
eligible and qualified for the post at the time of his 
appointment; (d) his record of service since his appointment 
is not satisfactory. These are the additional problems 
indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from giving of 
such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied upon by 
the High Court justify such wholesale, unconditional 
orders. Moreover, from the mere continuation of an ad-hoc 
employee for one year, it cannot be presumed that there is 
need for regular post. Such a presumption may be justified 
only when such continuance extends to several years. 
Further, there can be no rule of humb in such matters. 
Conditions and circumstances of one unit may not be the 
same as of the other. Just because in one case, a direction 
was given to regularise employees who have put in one 
year’s service as far as possible and subject to fulfilling the 
qualifications, it cannot be held that in each and every 
case, such a direction must follow irrespective of and 
without taking into account the other relevant 
circumstances and considerations. The relief must be 
moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997II SCC 1 ASH WAN 1 KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the. Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
w'hose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But. if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It w r ould amount 
to decorating a still born baby. Under these circumstances, 
there w r as no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
.these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel foi* the Respondent contended that these 


temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein the 
Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 25G of 
the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following principle of 
‘last come-first go’ is not mandatory but only directory, on 
sufficient grounds shown, the employer is permitted to 
depart from the said principle retrenching seniors and 
retaining juniors.” Though in this case, the Petitioner has 
alleged that his juniors have been made permanent in 
banking service, he has not established with any evidence 
that his juniors were made permanent by the Respondent/ 
Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before this 
Tribunal that he has worked more days than the Petitioner. 
In such circumstances, the prayer for reinstatement in the 
services of Respondent/Bank cannot be given to the 
Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be dismissed with 
costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 Secretary, State 
of Karnataka Vs. Uma Devi, the Supreme Court has held 
that merely because a temporary employee or a casual wage 
worker is continued for a time beyond the term of his 
appointment, he would not be entitled fo be absorbed in 
regular service or made permanent merely on the strength 
of such continuance, if the original appointment was not 
made by fol lowing a due process of selection as envisaged 
by relevant rules. It is not open to the Court to prevent 
regular recruitment at the instance of temporary employees 
w hose period of employment has come to an end or of ad- 
hoc employees w'ho by the very nature of their 
appointment, do not acquire any right.” Further, it has also 
held that “it is not as if, the person who accepts an 
engagement either temporary or casual in nature is not 
aware of his employment. He accepts the employment with 
open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain —not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
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permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
die Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that 4 ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 
appointee...... It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than240 days of 
service by that itself would not confer any legal right upon 
him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court also 
held that “the changes brought about by the subsequent 
decisions of this court probably having regard to the 
changes in the policy decisions of the Government in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Retying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 


such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim Statement, 
the Petitioners have made so many allegations with regard 
to preparation of wait list and also settlements entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, at the time 
of reference, they have not questioned the settlement nor 
the number allotted to each individual in the wait list. 
Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the settlement 
and they have not alleged that settlement was not a bona 
fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account of mala 
fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or other 
inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/' 
Bankas alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2007). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined: 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri M. Paneerselvam 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 
Documents Marked:— 


Ex. No. Date 
W1 1-8-88 

W2 20-4-88 

W3 244-91 

W4 1-5-91 
W5 2008-91 

W6 15-3-97 

W7 25-3-97 

W8 Nfl 

W9 Nfl 
W10 8-12-92 

W11 7-02-94 

W12 27-11-97 

W13 Nfl 

W14 Nfl 
W15 6-3-97 

W16 6-3-97 


Description 

Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respond ent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches, 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

Xerox copy of the Service certificate 
issued by Kulithalai Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificte 
issued by Ramalinga Nagar Branch. 

Xerox copy of service certificate issued 
by Tennur branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Musiri branch. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office. For interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messengar 
post—K. Subburaj. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W17 

6-03-97 

Xerox oopy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office. For interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W18 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars- 
J. Velmurugan 

W19 

2603-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial-G. Pandi. 

W20 

3103-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to , - 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W21 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 

No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W22 

1302-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

Circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W23 

9-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W24 

907-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting 

W25 

907-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 

Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W26 

70206 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 


circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 


W27 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

3007-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

9-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

2805-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

1505-98 

Xerox copy of the order in 
O.P. No. 2787/97of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

1007-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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[R. T^-12012/581/1998-3I^3flK(^-I)] 
sfsr ^TTfr,'^ij srfa^nt 
New Delhi, the 17th August, 2007 
S.O. 2547.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 41/ 
2004) of die Central Government, Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No.L-12012/581/1998-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TREBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 41/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 339/99) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 
BETWEEN 

Sri. S. Gunaseelan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, ZjO. 

Coimbatore 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : SriV.S.Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For die Management : M/s. K.Veeramani, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/581/98-IR (B-I) dated 26-3-1999 has 
refened this dispute earlier to die Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
die dispute on its file as CGID No. 339/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 


their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT cum labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as I. D. 
No. 41/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri S.Gunaseelan, wait list No. 267 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Udagamandalam branch 
from 10-11-80. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Udagamandalam branch. He was called for an inter view by 
a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 10-11- 80, the Petitioner 
has been working as a temporary messenger and some 
times performing work in other ^branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Udagamandalam branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
forking as such, the Manager of the branch informed tHe 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services sre not 
required any more and he need not attend the office front 
$-4-199? ; Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with 'regard 
to his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in 
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failure, the matter was referred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, 
the reference framed did not satisfy the grievance of the 
Petitioner, he has made a fresh representation to Government 
to reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested the 
Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service as 
obtained prior to 31-3-1997 and to regularise him in service 
in due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an 
unreasonable stand that the service and the number of days 
worked by Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, 
since according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party to 
the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
die conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25Hof the ID. Act The termination of the Petitioner is against 
the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though 
the settleihent speaks about three categories only a single 
wait list has been prepared and the Respondent/Bank has 
been regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, jpedical benefits etc. to 
the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The waitlist suffers serious infirmities and it is not 
based on strict seniority and without any rationale. Hence, 
for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant relief of 
regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all attendant 
benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Government 
for adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim o f the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was waitlisted as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when iheir case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-1987,16-7-1988,7-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-19%. 

The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 501 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Coimbatore So far 211 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 705 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as 
A, B and C. Considering their temporary service and subject 
to other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category(B) the temporary employees 
who have completed 270 days aggregate temporary service 
in any continuous block of 36 calendar months and under 
category (C) the temporary employees who have completed 
30 days aggregate temporary service in any calendar year 
after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days aggregate temporary 
service in any continuous block of 36 calendar months 
were to be considered. As per clause 7, the length of 
temporary service was to be considered for seniority in the 
waitlist and it was also agreed that wait list was to lapse in 
December, 1991 and the cut off date was extended up to 31- 
3-1997 for filling up vacancies which were to arise upto 31 - 
12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment. The Respondent had implemented the 
voluntary retirement scheme and even the permanent 
vacancies stand substantially reduced. There were no 
regular vacancies available. The peculiar problem was due 
to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary employees 
were working in leave vacancies and not in regular 
permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid settlements, 
outof705 wait listed candidates, 211 temporary employees 
were appointed and since the Petitioner was wait listed at 
501 he was not appointed. The said settlements were bona 
fide which were the only workable solution and is binding 
on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped from 
questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and his 
claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
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permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-% has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of daily 
wages was not finalized and hence not published and there 
is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After die expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has no 
claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, 
the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondents ank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to thp effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, die Petitioner prays that an award may 
be pasted in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of die Respondent, wherein it is stated all the 
settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of India 
Staff Federation were under Section 18( 1) of the Act and 
not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of die Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In 1 these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are: 

© “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 267 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies'in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in, the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid a'nd enforceable right for 
appointment as Section 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
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and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to. time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.Ml and the 
averments of MWI and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first 
go’ or‘ firstcome— last go’ and therefore, the categorization 
in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
Therefore, these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.Ml0 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.Ml 0 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11 -87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MWI has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 


produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW 1 wait list under Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its older dated 23-7-99 in WP.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements ut Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MWI wait list under Ex.MlO comparises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex.M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contended that preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is 
not inconformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non- 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released / published even after the Court 
order in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the candidates’ 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all 
these things, it is clear that Ex. M10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. M1 was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list 
Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential 
document. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
that though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
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appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even, before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H. D. SINGH Vs. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
‘badlies’’ casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal.” 
Learned representative further contended that Ex. M10 wait 
list has not been prepared in accordance with principle of 
seniority in the legal sense, since the selected candidates 
with longest service should have priority over those who 
joined, the service later and therefore, the wait list under 
Ex. M10 which has been drawn up is contrary to law and 
also bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted 
in accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though 
clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable 
for permanent appointment will be offered appointment 
against existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or 
circle and in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of 
appointment or posting within the prescribed period, he 
will be deemed to have refused it and the name shall stand 
deleted from the respective panel and he shall have no 
further claim for being considered for permanent 
appointment in the bank. The Respondent/Bank has not 
produced any document to show how he has arrived at the 
seniority and till date, it is a mystery as to who that senior 
was and there is no documentary evidence in support of 
the averment and also for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, 
the termination of the Petitioner who was in regular service 
of the Respondent/Bank is afbitrary, mala fide and illegal 
and the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the terms of settlement on absorption of temporary 
employees. Though the Respondent/Bank has produced 
Ex. M6 which alleged to be a copy of minutes of conciliation 
proceedings dated 9-6-75 before Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) 
settlement nor 12(3) settlement as claimed by the 
Respondent/Bank which says only with regard to 
modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in terms of Ex. M6. 
Though the Respondent/Bank produced Ex. M7 and M11 
interim orders passed by High Court of Madras in WMP 
No.11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/9I ceased to have any 
relevance when the main writ has been disposed of in the 
year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any bearing in 
the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the Respondent/ 
Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 


as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 240 
days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
as enshrined under Section 25B and 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they arc deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the 
benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It is further 
contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though some of 
the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not completed 
240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not taken into 
consideration and not included the Sundays and paid 
holidays as days on which the Petitioners have actually 
worked and hence, they have also completed 240 days in a 
period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on the rulings 
reported in 1985 H LU 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that the expression ‘actually 
worked under the employer’ cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc. It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub-staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
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Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 HU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 IILLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
It further held that ‘ ‘there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that * ‘settlements are divided into 
two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I.D, 


Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first 
category has limited application and binds merely parties 
to it and settlement of the second category made with a 
recognised majority union has extended application as it 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment Even 
in case of the first category, if the settlement was reached 
with a representative union of which the contesting 
workmen were members and if there was nothing 
unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the settlement it 
must be binding on the contesting workmen also.” He 
further relied on the. rulings reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 
NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Coart has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bonafide id nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS 
UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOtLAM wherein 
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the Kerala High Court has held that "mere wording of 
reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a 
reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material before it, it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some 
technical defects in the wording of reference, subjecting 
the poor workman to hardship involved in moving the 
machinery again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should 
look into die pleading and find out the exact nature of 
pleading of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of 
dispute instead of refusing to answer the reference on 
merits.” Further, he argued that die Tribunal has got power 
to go into the question whether the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated in service or not for which he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1998 LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN 
ORIENT PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & 
ORS. wherein die Madhya Pradesh High Court has held 
that “the Tribunal cannot go behind the terms of reference, 
but that does not mean that it cannot look into the pleadings 
of parties.” He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1507 A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING 
OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has 
been held that “it has been repeatedly held that the Labour 
Court should not attempt to consider the order under 
reference in a technical manner or a pedantic manner, but 
should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner.” He also argued that in Express 
Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the 
Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal has jurisdiction 
to consider all incidental matters also and the order of 
reference should not be construed in the manner which 
would prolong the industrial adj udication. The Labour Court 
is expected to decide the real nature of disputes between 
the parties and with that object in view, it should consider 
the order of reference in a fair and reasonable manner, 
though the order of reference is not happily framed nor 
was it framed to the high expectation of the Labour Court.” 
Relying on all these decisions, the representative for die 
Petitioner argued that though in the reference, it is not 
mentioned that whether the retrenchment is valid or not, 
from the pleadings it is clear that the Petitioners have been 
retrenched from the Respondent/Bank and therefore, this 
Tribunal can look into the pleadings of the Petitioners and 
can decide whether the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated 
in service as alleged by him and whether he is entitled to 
tihe back wages as alleged by him. Therefore, the argument 
advanced on the side of the Respondent that it is beyond 
the scope of reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement 


14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he 
has been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has 
been exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that 
he should be reinstated in service and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS Vs. K.V.VUEESH wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “the only question which falls for 
determination in this appeal is whether a candidate whose 
name appears in die select list on the basis of competitive 
examination acquires a right of appointment in 
Government service in an existing or a future vacancy.” 
In that case, pruning of select list on reduction in number 
of vacancies was made in view of the impending 
absorption of steam surplus staff and a policy decision 
has been taken to reduce the number of vacancies and 
consequently, a certain number of bottom persons were 
removed from the select list and the remaining selectees 
were given appointments according to their comparative 
merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held that “in 
such circumstances, denial of appointment to the persons 
removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported 
in 1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for 
one year only and that inclusion of their names in the 
panel was not to confer on them any right to seek 
permanent appointment in the services of the bank. 
Considering the object with which the panel was prepared 
and the fact that it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, 
we are of the opinion that the Respondents did not get 
any right because of inclusion of their names in the said 
panel for permanent absorption in the services of the 
bank. Whatever conditional right they had come to an 
end with the expiry of the panel. The claim of the 
Respondents as contained in the W.P. was thus, 
misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible right 
to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on 
all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to 
question the wait list and since there is no mala fide on 
the part of die Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait 
list, it cannot be said that preparation of wait list was 
made with mala-fide motive. Under such circumstances, 
after die expiry of die date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner 
cannot plead for restoration of the wait list and he cannot 
pray for reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, lie relied 
on die rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now 
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coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary 
employees who have continued for more than a year 
should be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. 
The direction has been given without reference to the 
existence of a vacancy. The direction in effect means that 
every <2</-/ioc/temporary employee who has been 
continued for one year should be regularised even though 
(a) no vacancy is available for him which means creation 
of a vacancy; (b) he was not sponsored by Employment 
Exchange nor was he appointed in pursuance of a 
notification calling for applications which means he had 
entered by a back door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified 
for the post at the time of his appointment; (d) his record 
of service since his appointment is not satisfactory. These 
are the additional problems indicated by us in para 12 
which would arise from giving of such blanket orders. 
None of the decisions relied upon by the High Court 
justify such wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, 
from the mere continuation of an ad-hoc employee for 
one year, it cannot be presumed that there is need for 
regular post. Such a presumption may be justified only 
when such continuance extends to several years. Further, 
there can be no rule of thumb in such matters. Conditions 
and circumstances of one unit may not be the same as of 
the other. Just because in one case, a direction was given 
to regularise employees who have put in one year’s 
service as far as possible and subject to fulfilling the 
qualifications, it cannot be held that in each and every 
case, such a direction must follow irrespective of and 
without taking into account the other relevant 
circumstances and considerations. The relief must be 
moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the 
impugned directions must be held to be totally untenable 
and unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside 
the orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the 
decision reported in 1997IISCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR 
AND OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS 
wherein the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has 
considered the above regularisation of appointment in 
excess of sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of 
confirmation of these employees whose entry itself was 
illegal and void is concerned, it is to be noted that question 
of confirmation or regularisation of an irregularly 
appointed candidate would arise, if the candidate 
concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or on ad- 
hoc basis against an available vacancy which is already 
sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is unauthorised 
and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, question of 
regularising the incumbent on such a non-existing 
vacancy would never survive for consideration and even 
if such purported regularisation or confirmation is given, 
it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount to 
decorating a still born baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” 


Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent contended 
that these temporary employees were appointed only due 
to exigencies and they have not appointed against any 
regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim 
any absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied 
on the rulings reported in AIR 1997SCC 3657 H3MANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR 
AND ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“they are temporary employees working on daily wages. 
Under these circumstances, their disengagement from 
service cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under 
the I.D. Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, 
cannot be stretched to such an extent as to cover these 
employees. Since they are only daily wage employees 
and have no right to the posts, their disengagement is 
not arbitrary.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein the Rajasthan High Court 
has held that “Under Section 25G of the I.D. Act 
retrenchment procedure following principle of ‘last come- 
first go’ is not mandatory but only directory, on sufficient 
grounds shown, the employer is permitted to depart from 
the said principle retrenching seniors and retaining 
juniors.” Though in this case, the Petitioner has alleged 
that his juniors have been made permanent in banking 
service, he has not established with any evidence that 
his juniors were made permanent by the Respondent/ 
Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank cannot 
be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be 
dismissed with costs. 

S 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that ‘ ‘merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end of of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
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and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless die appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
liot be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 National Fertilizers Ltd. and 
Others Vs. Somvir Singh, wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “regularisation furthermore, is not a mode of 
appointment and if appointment is made without following 
the rules< the same being a nullity, the question of 
confirmation of an employee upon the expiry of purported 
period of probation would not arise.” Further, in CDJ 2006 
SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR Vs. 
SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that ‘*it 
is not disputed (hat the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that ‘‘only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240days of 
service by that itself would not confer any legal right upon 
him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court also 
held that “the changes brought about by the subsequent 
decisions of this court probably having regard to the 
changes in the policy decisions of the Government in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his 
, service. Further, when they have not been questioned 
the five settlements entered into between the Respondent/ 
Bank and Federation and since they have not questioned 
the wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are 
not entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped 
from doing so. Further, their prayer before the lalxmr 
authorities was only to restore the wait list and also for 
appointment thereon as temporary messenger as per wait 
list. Under such circumstances, after expiry of the period 
mentioned in the settlements which were subsequently 


amended by settlements, the Petitioners cannot now 
question either the preparation of wait list or number 
allotted to them. Under such circumstances, it cannot be 
questioned by the Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim Statement, 
the Petitioners have made so many allegations with regard 
to preparation of wait list and also settlements entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, at the time 
of reference, they have not questioned the settlement nor 
the number allotted to each individual in the wait list. 
Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the settlement 
and they have not alleged that settlement was not a bona 
fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account of mala 
fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or other 
inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

2L Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the RA. transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2007). 

K. J AYAJRAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined: 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri S. Gunaseelan 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW 1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri S. Srinivasan 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 1-8-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-4-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

W3 24-4-91 Xerox copy of* the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 i-5-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-8-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 

Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-3-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 

Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-3-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of me&enger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instructions in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 6-2-81 Xerox copy of the notice issued by 
Udagamandalam Branch. 

W10 18-5-85 Xerox copy of the service certificte 

issued by Bitherkad Branch. 

Wll Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Wl 2 Nil Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff maters upto 31-12-95. 

W13 6-3-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post-—V. Muralikannan. 

W14 6-3-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messengar 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W15 6-3 97 Xerox copy of the cal 1 letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W16 

17-3-97 

Xerox copy of the particulars— 
J. Velmurugan. 

W17 

26-3-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W18 

31-3-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W19 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February. 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter bout Engaging tempoyary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21 

9-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regardig Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of die minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W23 

9-7-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms-^eation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 

7-2-6 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part item 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For die Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-7-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-1-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-7-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

0906-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No.7872/91. 

M8 

15-5-98 

Xerox copy of the order in 
O. P. No. 2787/97 of High Court of 
Orissa. 

M9 

10-7-99 

Xerox copy of die order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Coimbatore 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 


No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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B»T.3ff. 2548. — dtei l P l * 1947 (1947 
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4Nl, 3PJW "4 PlRoe 3?lalPl+ fefCU<^ ^ *U=hK 3?|tilPl<+ 

141/2004) ^ WlfTRl 
4>tfft $, ^ R<4>K ^ 17-8-2007 WZ ^3H «H I 

[tf. T^-12012/419/1998-3fn$3lR(^-I)] 
3HPT g»HK, 3 h1«|chi<1 
New Delhi, the 17th August, 2007 

S.O. 2548.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 141/ 
2004) of die Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No.L-12012/419/1998-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, die 31 st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 141/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 139/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial'Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri M. Kamaraj I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

Die Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Region-I, 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s. K. S. Sundar, Advocate 
AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/419/98-IR (B-I) dated 11-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 139/99 and issued notices 


---j--- 

to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
ID. No. 141/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri M. Kamaraj, wait list No. 251 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Kattur ADB branch from 
1987. The Petitioner was orally informed that his services 
were no more required. The non-employment of the 
Petitioner and others became subject matter before Supreme 
Court in die form of Writ Petition filed by State Bank 
Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which was 
taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/Bank, in 
addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement under 
Section 18( 1) reached between management of State Bank 
of India and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation 
and the settlement is with regard to absorption of Class IV 
temporary workmen who were denied employment after 
1985-86 were classified in the settlement was under 
consideration once again and they classified the workmen 
under three categories namely A, B and C. Though the 
classification was unreasonable, the Respondent/Bank 
brought to the notice of the Petitioner about the interview 
to be held through advertisements. The Petitioner also 
submitted his application in the prescribed format through 
Branch Manager of the Kattur ADB branch. He was called 
for an interview by a Committee appointed by Respondent/ 
Bank in this regard. But, they have not informed the result 
of interview and also with regard to appointment But, the 
Petitioner was informed orally to join at the branch where 
he initially worked as a class IV employee. From the year 
1987, the Petitioner has been working as a temporary 
messenger and some times performing work in other 
branches also. While working on temporary basis in Trichy 
Z.O. branch, another advertisement by the Respondent/ 
Bank was made regarding casual workers who were 
reported to be in service during the same period. While the 
Petitioner was working as such, the Manager of the branch 
informed the Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services 
are not required any more and he need not attend the 
office from 1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute 
with regard to his non-employment. Since the conciliation 
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ended in failure, the matter was referred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, 
the reference framed did not satisfy the grievance of the 
Petitioner, he has made a fresh representation to Govt, to 
reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested the 
Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service as 
obtained prior to 31 -3-97 and to regularise him in service in 
due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an 
unreasonable stand that the service and the number of 
days worked by Petitioner were treated as of no 
consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, it 
engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after the 
settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by 
which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the Respondent/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationale. 
Hence,' for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant 
relief of regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all 
attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-1987,1607-1988,07-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 251 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntaiy retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 
temporary employees were appointed and since the 
Petitioner was wait listed at 251, he was not appointed. The 
said settlements were bona fide which were the only 
workable solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlements 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Further, the said settlements were not questioned by any 
union so far and the settlements of bank level settlements 
and operated throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/ 
Bank and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such 
plea. It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against Point No. 1: 


the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Farther, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitmenfrules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under Codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(0 “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 

List No. 251 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To wljat relief the Petitioner is entitled?” » * 


8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31 -3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
. in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement un^er 
Section 18( 1)entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are veiy much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.M 1 provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four types 
of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the Respondent/ 
Bank has alleged to have prepared only one wait list for 
each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those candidates 
under Ex.M 10 were found suitable for appointment as 
messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is unable to say as 
to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, but it is 
mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on the 
settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW 1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex.MIO was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list Further the Hon'ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in WJP.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit in which it is stated that 'it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondents are not justified 
and combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India/ Further, die averment 
of MW 1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the abovl and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of die Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex.M 10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis oi 
industry-wise setdement, it is not so in the case of casuals 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in die case of temporary employees in the matter ol 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 ol 
Constitution of India. Therefore, die Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even after 
the Courtorder in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1 -8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as-such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as 'bOdlies” casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates-with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is corftrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and. till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras jn WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has beendisposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. M1 to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, in the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of die Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LIJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that "the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion dtf statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned Senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that "in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
"therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority’ union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that ‘‘there may be 
exceptional cases, where there tnay be allegations oftnala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971LU 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDINCLOFHCER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that "settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 


settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contest ing workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the teYms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that "settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bonafide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether the 
restoration of wait list can be made as contended by the 
Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the Petitioner 
in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JIU .A HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “ mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability’ of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
tnaterial before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the tnachinery 
again. ” It further held that "the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMB ANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. VUEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that ‘ ‘in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584SYNDICAIEBANK&ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it Erst decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on ail 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 




6722 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 8,2007/BHADRA 17,1929 


[Part. II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which 
would arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of 
the decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the 
impugned directions must be held to be totally untenable 
and unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside 
the orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the 
decision reported in 1997IISCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR 
AND OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS 
wherein the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has 
considered the above regularisation of appointment in 
excess of sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of 
confirmation of these employees whose entry itself was 
illegal and void is concerned, it is to be noted that question 
of confirmation or regularisation of an irregularly 
appointed candidate would arise, if the candidate 
concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or on ad- 
hoc basis against an available vacancy which is already 
sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is unauthorised 
and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, question of 
regularising the incumbent on such a non-existing 
vacancy would never survive for consideration and even 
if such purported regularisation or confirmation is given, 
it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount to 
decorating a still born baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” 
Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent contended 
that these temporary employees were appointed only due 
to exigencies and they have not appointed against any 
regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim 
any absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied 
on the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under 
these circumstances, their disengagement from service 
cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. 
Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be 
stretched to such an extent as to cover these employees. 


Since they are’ only daily wage employees and have no 
right to the posts, their disengagement is not arbitrary.” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ 
(Supp.) 754 wherein the Rajasthan High Court has held 
that “Under Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment 
procedure following principle of ‘last come - first go’ is 
not mandatory but only directory, on sufficient grounds 
shown, the employer is permitted to depart from the said 
principle retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” 
Though in this case, the Petitioner has alleged that his 
juniors have been made permanent in banking service, he 
has not established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
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Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held 
that “it is not disputed that the appointment of the 
Respondent was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ 
within the meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of 
India, the Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its 
employees was bound to follow the recruitment rules. 
Any recruitment made in violation of such rules as also in 
violation of constitutional scheme enshrined under 
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be 
void in law,” Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA 
PRADESH STATE AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION Vs, S .C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “only because an employee had 
worked for more than 240 days of service by that itself 
would not confer any legal right upon him to be regularised 
in service.” The Supreme Court also held that “the 
changes brought about by the subsequent decisions of 
this court probably having regard to the changes in the 
policy decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, in view of the settled legal 
position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and 
Federation, at the time of reference, they have not 
questioned the settlement nor the number allotted toeach 
individual in the wait list. Further, the Petitioners have 


not questioned the settlement and they have not alleged 
that settlement was not a bona fide in nature or it has 
been arrived at on account of mala fide, misrepresentation, 
fraud or even corruption or other inducements. Under 
such circumstances, I find the Petitioners cannot now 
question the settlements at this stage and since they are 
only temporary employees and since it is not shown before 
this Tribunal that the Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned 
posts for temporary employees to be absorbed, I find the 
Petitioners cannot claim for reinstatement or regularisation 
in services of the Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petit ioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined;— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri M. Kamaraj 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW 1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 
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Documents Marked:— 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W1 

01-08-88 

Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. MI. 

W2 

20-04-88 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

2008-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

16-02-88 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kattur ADB Branch. 

W10 

15-02-93 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kattur ADB Branch. 

Wll 

10-09-93 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirapalli Z.O. Branch. 

W12 

15-03-95 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Lalgudi Branch. 

W13 

27-07-95 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kattur ADB Branch. 

WI4 

19-12-96 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kattur ADB Branch 

W15 

10-08-97 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Trichy Z.O. Branch. 

WI6 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
care & service conditions. 

W17 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff maters upto 31/12/95. 

W18 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

W19 

0603-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 


Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 


Ex. No. Date Description 

W2G 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 

W21 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars— 

J. Velmurugan. 

W22 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Minial—G. Pandi. 

W23 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 


W24 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the.month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 


W25 13-02-95 

W26 09-11-92 

W27 09-07-92 

W28 09-07-92 

W29 07-02-06 

W 30 31-12-85 


Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting.' 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 


Ex. No. Date 

Ml 

17-11-87 

M2 

16-7-88 

M3 

27-10-88 

M4 

9-01-91 

M5 

30-07-96 

M6 

9-06-95 

M7 

28-5-91 

M8 

15-5-98 

M9 

10-7-99 

M10 

Nil 

Mil 

25-10-99 


Description 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 


i ■ ? 






3(H)] 


wm : fadHt 8,2007/^ 17, 1929 


6725 


17 2007 

W.3TT. 2549.—r«WK aifafow, 1947 ( 1947 

14) offt ??FT 17 -£ SPpcRUl -4’, ctf'-sfrq PRFTT ~&Z 

ff^TT c# TI«fKRf5f RTO M^4»Y 3?R TR*# ch4'4TRf <# 
3FJW 4 3fltllPl«6 4 '+>•<14 TR^TR 3tld)Rl«h 
Sffw^T, -£ (wf 48/2004) ^ U«Mftlri 
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[7T. T^T-12012/370/1998-3Tf|aiK(4t-I)] 
3RJRT ^>4K ( 3lf^<+>i0 

New Delhi, the 17th August, 2007 
S.O. 2549.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 48/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/370/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January. 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 48/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 64/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudiation under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of SectionlO of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri M. Baluchamy : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Z.O., 

Madurai. 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 
For the Management : M/s. R. Krishnamachari, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/370/98-IR (B-I) dated 05-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 64/99 and issued notices 


to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 48/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri M. Baluchamy, wait list No. 273 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Periyakulam branch from 
19-12-1983. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18( 1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Pariyakulam branch. He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 19-12-1983, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Theni branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were .reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
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his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
Respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of rele vant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for ail these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. Tne Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-1987,16-07-1988,07-10-1988,9-1 -1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 273 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Madurai. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 492 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 492 wait listed candidates, 219 
temporary employees were appointed and since the 
Petitioner was wait listed at 273 he was not appointed. The 
said settlements were bona fide which were the only 
workable solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlements 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Further, the said settlements were not questioned by any 
union so far and the settlements of bank level settlements 
and operated throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/ 
Bank and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such 
plea. It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31*12-94 were filled up against 
die waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998. the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 273 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


PofntNo.l: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees, 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the-Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement In this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 1? calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11 -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does .not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter VA of the 
I D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four types 
of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the Respondent/ 
Bank has alleged to have prepared only one wait list for 
each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. Those candidates 
under Ex. MIO were found suitable for appointment as 
messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is unable to say as 
to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, but it is 
mentioned in Ex.MlO that it was prepared based on the 
settlement dated 17 11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MWI 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWI wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class TV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class TV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wnggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 comparises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M>provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not ineonformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation ofseparate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.M 10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of die Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo ) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies’, casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal.” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.MlO wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period* he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1 ‘Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex: M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 IILU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
4 actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this-Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented bv the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fi& id 
are made with ulterior mob ve. Further, they have com. d 

the material facts dial the Petitioner was wait fisted 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 IILLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the mlings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also." He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LID. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it .has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, ifpoints of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and thatis to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instant! 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC1664VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that 4 ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether die 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I ftnd that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of die unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VUEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies ami consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that 4 ‘in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its.letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed die Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of tile panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the WP. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
tiie Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997IISCC I ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whpse entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D, Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts. 


.-. \ 

their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LU (Supp!) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, die Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary Or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that irlefely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
-Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is marly 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANFUR 
Vs. SURlNDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal ri gh t 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The SupremeCourt 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Undo* such circumstances. I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/B ank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continually of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relia *s claimed by him. No 
Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined;— 

For the Petitioner WWI Sri M. Baluchamy 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW I Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri M. Perumal 
Documents Marked‘— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08*88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. MI. 
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Ex. No. Date 
W3 24-04-91 

W4 01-05-91 
W5 20-08-91 

W6 15-03-97 

W7 25-03-97 

W8 Nil 

W9 07-09-91 
W10 07-09-01 
Wll 2005-95 
W12 Nil 

W13 Nil 

W14 06-03-97 

W15 0603-97 

W16 0603-97 

W17 1703-97 

W18 2603-97 

W19 3103-97 


Description 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Periyakulam Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Periyakulam Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Theni Branch. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
repwding recruitment to subordinate 
cafe t & service conditions. 

Xerox copy of the Vol. HI of Reference 
book on Staff matters Vol. Ill 
consolidated upto 31-12-95. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post— J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date Description 

W20 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 


W21 

134)2-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W22 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W23 

094)7-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W24 

094)7-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W25 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W26 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-7-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

94)1-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

94)6-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-5-91 

Xerox copy of the ofder in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-5-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-7-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Coimbatore 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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w.w. 2550.—aftoaflwfow; atfafwr, 1947 (1947 
^7 14) WT 17 ^ W3H7, 

3lfa? $ft.gqi IRfaiifa TWC ^TJfopRf 

^ fa, srpre 3 f yfoz a ftg tf* ! * fem 3 wm f 

37f%r^r»T/9R ^pnm, t $ w (^M 

49/2004) ^ OTlftffl ^Tcft t, «ft jfrjfa 4U4»K ^ 17-8-2007 
^ W<7 «7T I 

[R. Wi- 12012/375/1998-3Tlf31R(^-I)] 
3T^P1 ^RR, ^737 

New Delhi, the 17th August, 2007 

S.O. 2550 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centra! 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 49/ 
2004) of the Central Government, Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/375/199S-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 
PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 49/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 65/99) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri. M. Thiruvettai : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Z.O. 

Madurai. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

' Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s. R. Krishnamachari, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-! 2012/375/98-IR (B-I) dated 05-02-1999 has 


referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 65/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-Cum Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as I. D. 
No. 49/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri M. Thiruvettai, wait list No. 347 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Usilampatti branch from 
02-06-1980. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff. 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Usilampatti branch. He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 02-06-80, the Petitioner 
has been working as a temporary messenger and some 
times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Arasaradi branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
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working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31 -3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-1997. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his non- 
employment Since the conciliation ended in failure, the matter 
was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. Though 
reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference framed did 
not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he has made a fresh 
representation to Government to reconsider the reference and 
the Petitioner requested the Respondent/Bank to continue to 
engage him in service as obtained prior to 31-3-1997 and to 
regularise him in service in due course. The Respondent/ 
Bank took up an unreasonable stand that the service and the 
number of days worked by Petitioner were treated as of no 
consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, it 
engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after the 
settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by 
which his services and number of days worked by him after 
interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a 
party to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to Section 25G 
& 25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even 
though the settlement speaks about three categories only a 
single wait list has been prepared and the Respondent/Bank 
has been regularising according to their whims and fancies. 
The Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. to 
the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of relevant 
provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank engaged the 
Petitioner and extracted the same work either by payment of 
petty cash or by directing him to work under assumed name 
or by both which amounts to unfair labour practice. The wait 
list suffers serious infirmities and it is not based on strict 
seniority and without any rationale. Hence, for all these 
reasons the Petitioner prays to grant relief of regular 
employment in Respondent/Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Government 
for adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner^ not bona fide and'made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and shcH engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 


employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank erf India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-7-1988,7-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn tinder Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 347 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Madurai. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 492 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as 
A, B and C. Considering their temporary service and subject 
to other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category(C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 36 
calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of492 wait listed candidates, 219 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 347 he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
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no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to say 
that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified before 
the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to say that 
the Petitioner was discharging the work of permanent 
messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 
were filled up against the waited list of temporary employees 
and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be tilled up against die wait 
list drawn for appointment of daily wages/casual labour. 
Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not 
finalized and hence not published and there is only one wait 
list for the appointment of temporary employees. After the 
expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having heen sponsored by employment 
exchange and having undergone medical examination, the 
Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out by the Respondent/ 
Bank for selection of candidate for appointment in the post of 
messenger and other class IV post He was engaged in the 
messenger post in the subordinate cadre of the Respondent/ 
Bank continuously with deliberate and artificial breaks. 
Therefore, the Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise 
the services of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable 
right enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, 
the Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the Petitioner 
be engaged even in menial category, thus, the Respondent/ 
Bank imposed total ban for his future employment Even though 
there were sufficient number of vacancies in class IV category, 
the Respondent/Bank deliberately delayed in tilling up the 
vacancies by the wait listed workmen with ulterior motive. 
The Respondent/Bank has been arbitrarily filling up the 
vacancies with the persons other than wait listed workmen 
according to their whims and fancies. Hence, tte Petitioner 
prays that an award may be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated that all the 
settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of India 
Staff Federation were under Section 18( 1) of the Act and not 
under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment rules of 
the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff in the 
Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the instructions laid 
down under codified circulars of the Respondent/Bank. 
Even in the Writ Petition before the High Court in W.P. No. 
7872 of 1991, the Petitioner questioned the settlement dated 
27-10-88 and 9-1 -91. It is false to allege that the settlements 
are contrary to the rights of the Petitioner. Hence, the 
Petitioner prays that an award may be passed in his favour, 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are: 

0) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 347 for restoring the wait fist of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 


(ii) ‘To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

PointNo.1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in. the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 

these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of 
working for 240 days docs not arise at all. Further i'H-y 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V of 

the LD. Act and it is preposterous to contend the., nr 
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Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Section 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vi. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.Ml and the 
averments of MW 1 and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. M1 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, 
B & is quite opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first 
go’ or ‘first come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization 
in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
Therefore, these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in E\.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. Ml0 that it was prepared based 
on the settlement dated 17-11 -87, 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91 which 
are marked as Ex. Ml. M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 


MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW 1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 comparises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contended that preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is 
not inconformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non- 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released / published even after the Court 
order in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1 -8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the candidates 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all 
these things, it is clear that Ex. M10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. M1 was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. 
M10 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential 
document. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
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that though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
been told at the time, of initial appointment that their 
appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees 
the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H. D. SINGH Vi. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
‘badlies’, casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal.” 
Learned representative further contended that Ex. M10 wait 
list has not been prepared in accordance with principle of 
seniority in the legal sense, since the selected candidates 
with longest service should have priority over those who 
joined the service later and therefore, the wait list under 
Ex. M10 which has been drawn up is contrary to law and 
also bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted 
in accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though clause 
2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable for 
permanent appointment will be offered appointment against 
existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and 
in case, a candidate.fails to accept the offer of appointment 
or posting within the prescribed period, he will be deemed 
to have refused it and the name shall stand deleted from 
the respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for die averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not ac ed in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
setdement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. MI to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 

t * 


deposition of management witnesses during the cross 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have competed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Section 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 IILU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vi. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc. “It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themsel ves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
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their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Section 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engag^fnent and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LU 323 ASSOCIATED 
GLASS INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
A.P. AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen,” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 IILLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
It further held that ‘ ‘there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 


rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided into 
two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I.D. 
Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first 
category has limited application and binds merely parties 
to it and settlement of the second category made with a 
recognised majority union has extended application as it 
will be binding oh all workmen of the establishment. Even 
in case of the first category, if the settlement was reached 
with a representative union of which the contesting 
workmen were members and if there was nothing 
unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the settlement, it 
must be binding on the contesting workmen also.” He 
further relied on the. rulings reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 
NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. V*. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bonafide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11 . Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
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contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS 
UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein 
the Kerala High Court has held tha “mere wording of 
reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a 
reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material before it, it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some 
technical defects in the wording of reference, subjecting 
the poor workman to hardship involved in moving the 
machinery again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should 
look into the pleading and find out the exact nature of 
pleading of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of 
dispute instead of refusing to answer the reference on 
merits. Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power 
to go into the question whether the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated in service or not for which he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1998 LAB IC 1664VAN SAGNATHAN ORIENT 
PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. 
wherein the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that 
“the Tribunal cannot go behind the terms of reference, but 
that does not mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of 
parties.” He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 
IC 1507 A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, 
LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held 
that “it has been repeatedly held that the Labour Court 
should not attempt to consider the order under reference 
in a technical manner or a pedantic manner, but should 
consider the order of reference in a fair and reasonable 
manner. He also argued that in Express Newspapers P. 
Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court 
has held that “the Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all 
incidental matters also and the order of reference should 
not be construed in the manner which would prolong the 
industrial adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to 
decide the real nature of disputes between the parties and 
with that object in view, it should consider the order of 
reference in a fair and reasonable manner, though the order 
of reference is not happily framed nor was it framed to the 
high expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 


not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings' 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VUEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Government service in 
an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it wasa yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala- 
fide motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of 
the date namely 31 -3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 


6742 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 8,2007/BHADRA 17,1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
• should be regularised even though: (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; (b) he 
was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he 
appointed in pursuance of a notification calling for 
applications which means he had entered by a back door; 
(c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post at the time 
of his appointment; (d) his record of service since his 
appointment is not satisfactory. These are the additional 
problems indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from 
giving of such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied 
upon by the High Court justify such wholesale, 
unconditional orders. Moreovei, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
humb in such matters. Conditions and Circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997 IISCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full 
Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 


valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LU (Supp.) 754 wherein the 
Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 25G of 
the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following principle of 
‘last come-first go’ is not mandatory but only directory, on 
sufficient grounds shown, the employer is permitted to 
depart from the said principle retrenching seniors and 
retaining juniors. ‘Though in this case, the Petitioner has 
alleged that his juniors have been made permanent in 
banking service, he has not established with any evidence 
that his juniors were made permanent by the Respondent/ 
Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before this 
Tribunal that he has worked more days than the Petitioner. 
In such circumstances, the prayer for reinstatement in the 
services of Respondent/Bank cannot be given to the 
Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be dismissed with 
costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain —not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
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constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that 4 'unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANFUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 
16 of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” 
Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE 
AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “only because an employee had worked for more 
than 240 days of service by that itself would not confer 
any legal right upon him to be regularised in service.” 
The Supreme Court also held that “the changes brought 
about by the subsequent decisions of this court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of 
the Government in the wake of prevailing market economy, 
globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is evident, 
in view of the settled legal position, as noticed 
hereinbefore." 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before die labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 


such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and 
Federation, at the time of reference, they have not 
questioned the settlement nor the number allotted to each 
individual in the wait list. Further, the Petitioners have 
not questioned the settlement and they have not alleged 
that settlement was not a bona fide in nature or it has 
been arrived at on account of mala fide, misrepresentation, 
fraud or even corruption or other inducements. Under 
such circumstances, I find the Petitioners cannot now 
question the settlements at this stage and since they are 
only temporary employees and since it is not shown before 
this Tribunal that the Respondent/Bank has got 
sanctioned posts for temporary employees to be 
absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot claim for 
reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. * 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 


3625 GI/07—24 
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21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 
(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 


For the Petitioner : WW1 Sri M. Thiruvettai 

WW2 SriV. S.Ekambaram 
For the Respondent : MW1 SriC. Mariappan 

MW2 Sri M. Perimal 

Documents Marked:— 


Ex. No. Date 
W1 1-08-88 

W2 20-4-88 

W3 24491 

W4 1-05-91 
W5 20-08-91 

W6 15-3-97 

W7 25-3-97 

W8 Nil 

W9 22-08-88 
W10 24-11-95 

Wll 10-11-97 
W12 13-11-97 

W13 Nil 


W14 Nil 


Description 

Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 
Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

Xerox copy of the service certification 
issued by Usilampatti branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificte 
issued by Vaiandur branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificte issued 
by Usilampatti branch. 

Xerox copy of service certfication issued 
by Arasaradi branch. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding appointment of temporary 
employees. 

Xerox copy of the Reference book on 
Staff matters.Vol. Ill consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 


W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—V. Mural ikannan. 


Ex. No 

. Date 

Description 

W16 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messengar 
post-K. Subburaj. 

W17 

0603-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Maduria 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W18 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan. 

W19 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W20 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of theAppointment ordr to 
Sri G.Pandi. 

W21 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the Pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W22 

1302-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W23 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W24 

0907-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the 
Bipartite meeting. 

W25 

0907-92 

Xerox copy of thesettlement between 
Responent/Bank and All India Staff Bank 
of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W26 

0702-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesigrnate them as 
general attendants. 

W27 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-1(388 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

0901-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

3007-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

090695 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

2805-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No.7872/91. 

M8 

1505-98 

Xerox copy of the order in 
O. P. No. 2787/97 of High Court of 
Orissa. 

M9 

1007-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-1099 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/9.9 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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New Delhi, the 17th August, 2007 

S.O. 2551. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 43/ 
2004) of the Central Government, Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/301/1998-IR(B-I)J 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TOE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 43/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 19/2004) 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri. P. Kottaiyan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Z.O. 

Madurai. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 
For the Management : M/s. D. Mukundan, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/301/98-IR (B-I) dated 01-02-1993 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal Labour 
Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken the 
dispute on its file as CGID No. 19/99 and issued notices to 


both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed their 
claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. After 
the constitution of this CGIT-cum Labour Court, the said 
dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
and this Tribunal has numbered it as I. D. No. 43/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri P. Kottaiyan, wait list No. 257 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after,an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Vembattur branch from 
07-10-1982. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Vembattur branch. He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 07-10-82, the Petitioner 
has been working as a temporary messenger and some 
times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Sivagangai branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1 -4 ! 097. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard * his 
non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in IV. art 
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the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Government to 
reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested the 
Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service as 
obtained prior to 31 -3-1997 and to regularise him in service 
in due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an 
unreasonable stand that the service and the number of 
days worked by Petitioner were treated as of no 
consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, it 
engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after the 
settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by 
which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the Respondent/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevani provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The waitlist suffers serious infirmities and it is not 
based on strict seniority and without any rationale. Hence, 
for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant relief of 
regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all attendant 
benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Government 
for adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18( 1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was waitlisted as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-7-1988,7-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 257 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Madurai. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of492 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as 
A, B and C. Considering their temporary serviceund subject 
to other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category(B) the temporary employees 
who have completed 270 days aggregate temporary service 
in any continuous block of 36 calendar months and under 
category(C) the temporary employees who have completed 
30 days aggregate temporary service in any calendar year 
after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days aggregate temporary 
service in any continuous block of 36 calendar months 
were to be considered. As per clause 7, the length of 
temporary service was to be considered for seniority in the 
waitlist and it was also agreed that wait list was to lapse in 
December, 1991 and the cut off date was extended up to 
31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which were to arise upto 
31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid and enforceable 
right for appointment. The Respondent had implemented 
the voluntary retirement scheme and even the permanent 
vacancies stand substantially reduced. There were no 
regular vacancies available. The peculiar problem was due 
to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary employees 
were working in leave vacancies and not in regular 
permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid settlements, 
out of492 wait Jisted candidates, 219 temporary employees 
were appointed and since the Petitioner was wait listed at 
257 he was not appointed. The said settlements were bona 
fide which were the only workable solution and is binding 
on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped from 
questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and his 
claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
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say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against die wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of daily 
wages was not finalized and fierce not published and there 
is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has no 
claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, 
the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to die effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies In class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated that all 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are: 

0) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 257 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in. the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?’’ 


(ii) ‘To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that die Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having bean called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in. the year 1985, the State Bank Employees* 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of die workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this ease 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
setdement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any ease, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under sEction 
18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation and the 
Respondent/Management. They further contended that 
though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the Petitioner 
has not worked for more than 240 days in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and was not in continuous 
service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of strict 
instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to die effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
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appointment as Section 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.Ml and the 
averments of MW 1 and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. M1 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A. B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first 
go’or ‘first come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization 
in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex. Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
Therefore, these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based 
on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91 which 
are marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 


settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW 1 and the statements »in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex.M 10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates 
.While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
-process of selection and were paid wages on * the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contended that preparation of Ex. Ml 0 namely wait list is 
not inconformity with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non¬ 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released / published even after the Court 
order in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex. M10 does not cany particulars about the candidates, 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all 
these things, it is clear that Ex. M10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. 
M10 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential 
document. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
that though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
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petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H. D. SINGH Vs. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
‘badlies’, casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal.” 
Learned representative further contended that Ex. M10 wait 
list has not been prepared in accordance with principle of 
seniority in the legal sense, since the selected candidates 
with longest service should have priority over those who 
joined the service later and therefore, the wait list under 
Ex. M10 which has been drawn up is contrary to law and 
also bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank hits not acted 
in accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though 
clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable 
for permanent appointment will be offered appointment 
against existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or 
circle and in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of 
appointment or posting^ within the prescribed period, he 
will be deemed to have refused it and the name shall stand 
deleted from the respective panel and he shall have no 
further claim for being considered for permanent 
appointment in the bank. The Respondent/Bank has not 
produced any document show how he has arrived at the 
seniority and till date, it is a mystery as to who that senior 
was and there is no documentary evidence in support of 
the averment and also for the averment of MW I. Therefore, 
the termination of the Petitioner who was in regular service 
of the Respondent/Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal 
and the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the terms of settlement on absorption of temporary 
employees. Though the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. 
M6 which alleged to be a copy of minutes of conciliation 
proceedings dated 9-6-75 before Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) 
settlement nor 12(3) settlement as claimed by the Respondent/ 
Bank which says only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to 
M4 made in terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank 
produced Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High 
Court of Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 
ceased to have any relevance when the main writ has been 
disposed of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have 
any bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross 


examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Section 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of ID. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 U LU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
’actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected die temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
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Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under .the provisions of 
Section 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as pet* 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly >or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LU 323 ASSOCIATED 
GLASS INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
A.P. AND OTHERS wherein underSection 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 IILLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs . MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement” 
It further held that ‘ ‘there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LU 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that * ‘settlements are divided into 


two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18( 1.) of the I.D. 
Act and (ii) those arrived artn the course of conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first 
category has limited application and binds merely parties 
to it and settlement of the second category made with a 
recognised majority union has extended application as it 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment. Even 
in.case r of the first category, if the settlement was reached 
with a representative union of which the contesting 
workmen were members and if there was nothing 
unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the settlement, it 
must be binding on the contesting workmen also.” He 
further relied on the. rulings reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 
NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bonafide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
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KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS 
UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein 
the Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of 
reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a 
reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material before it, it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some 
technical defects in the wording of reference, subjecting 
the poor workman to hardship involved in moving the 
machinery again. 4 ’ It further held that “the Tribunal should 
look into the pleading and find out the exact nature of 
pleading of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of 
dispute instead of refusing to answer the reference on 
merits.” Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power 
to go into the question whether the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated in service or not for which he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1998 LAB IC 1664 VAN SAGNATHAN ORIENT 
PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. 
wherein the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that 
“the Tribunal cannot go behind the terms of reference, but 
that does not mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of 
parties.” He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 
IC 1507 A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, 
LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held 
that “it has been repeatedly held that the Labour Court 
should not attempt to consider the order under reference 
in a technical manner or a pedantic manner, but should 
consider the order of reference in a fair and reasonable 
manner.” He also argued that in Express Newspapers P. 
Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court 
has held that * ‘the Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all 
incidental matters also and the order of reference should 
not be construed in the manner which would prolong the 
industrial adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to 
decide the real nature of disputes between the parties and 
with that object in view, it should consider the order of 
reference in a fair and reasonable manner, though the order 
of reference is not happily framed nor was it framed to the 
high expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 


Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VUEESH wherein the Supreme Court 
has held that “the only question which falls for 
determination in this appeal is whether a candidate whose 
name appears in the select list on the basis of competitive 
examination acquires a right of appointment in Government 
service in an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, 
pruning of select list on reduction in number of vacancies 
was made in view of the impending absorption of steam 
surplus staff and a policy decision has been taken to reduce 
the number of vacancies and consequently, a certain 
number of bottom persons were removed from the select 
list and the remaining selectees were given appointments 
according to their comparative merits. In which, the Supreme 
Court has held that “in such circumstances, denial of 
appointment to the persons removed from the select list is 
not arbitrary and discriminatory.” He further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & 
ORS. Vs. SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the 
bank informed the Respondents that the panel was valid 
for one year only and that inclusion of their names in the 
panel was not to confer on them any right to seek 
permanent appointment in the services of the bank. 
Considering the object with which the panel was prepared 
and the fact that it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we 
are of the opinion that the Respondents did not get any 
right because of inclusion of their names in the said panel 
for permanent absorption in the services of the bank. 
Whatever conditional right they had come to an end with 
the expiry of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as 
contained in the W.P. was thus, misconceived and 
therefore, the learned Single Judge and the Division Bench, 
when it first decided the appeal were right in dismissing 
the Writ Petifion and the appeal respectively.” He further 
relied on the rulings reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 
• SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF INDIA wherein die 
Supreme Court has held that “candidates included in merit 
list has no indefeasible right to appointment even if a 
vacancy exists” and relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that since the 
Petitioner has no right to question the wait list and since 
there is no mala fide on the part of the Respondent/Bank 
in preparing the wait list, it cannot be said that preparation 
of wait list was made with mala-fide motive. Under such 
circumstances, after the expiry of the date namely 31 -3- 
1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for restoration of the wait 
list and he cannot pray for reinstatement as alleged by him. 
Further, he relied on the rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 
2168 STATEOFHARYANAAND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH 


3625 GI/07—25 
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AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“now coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc 
temporary employees who have continued for more than a 
year should be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain 
it. The direction has been given without reference to the 
existence of a vacancy. The direction in effect means that 
every ad-hoc/ temporary employee who has been 
continued for one year should be regularised even though: 
(a) no vacancy is available for him which means creation 
of a vacancy; (b) he was not sponsored by Employment 
Exchange nor was he appointed in pursuance of a 
notification calling for applications which means he had 
entered by a back door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified 
for the post at the time of his appointment; (d) his record 
of service since his appointment is not satisfactory. These 
are the additional problems indicated by us in para 12 
which would arise from giving of such blanket orders. 
None of the decisions relied upon by the High Court 
justify such wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, 
from the mere continuation of an ad-hoc employee for 
one year, it cannot be presumed that there is need for 
regular post. Such a presumption may be justified only 
when such continuance extends to several years. Further, 
there can be no rule of humb in such matters. Conditions 
and circumstances of one unit may not be the same as of 
the other. Just because in one case, a direction was given 
to regularise employees who have put in one year’s 
service as far as possible and subject to fulfilling the 
qualifications, it cannot be held that in each and every 
case, such a direction must follow irrespective of and 
without taking into account the other relevant 
circumstances and considerations. The relief must be 
moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the 
impugned directions must be held to be totally untenable 
and unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside 
the orders of Sower Courts. He further relied on the 
decision reported in 1997 IISCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR 
AND OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS 
wherein the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has 
considered the above regularisation of appointment in 
excess of sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of 
confirmation of these employees whose entry itself was 
illegal and void is concerned, it is to be noted that question 
of confirmation or regularisation of an irregularly 
appointed candidate would arise, if the candidate 
concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or on ad- 
hoc basis against an available vacancy which is already 
sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is unauthorised 
and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, question of 
regularising the incumbent on such a non-existing 
vacancy w'ould never survive for consideration and even 
if such purported regularisation or confirmation is given, 
it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount to 
decorating a still born baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
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these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” 
Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent contended 
that these temporary employees were appointed only due 
to exigencies and they have not appointed against any 
regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim 
any absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied 
on the rulings reported in AIR 1997SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR 
AND ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“they are temporary employees working on daily wages. 
Under these circumstances, their disengagement from 
service cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under 
the I.D. Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, 
cannot be stretched to such an extent as to cover these 
employees. Since they are only daily wage employees 
and have no right to the posts, their disengagement is 
not arbitrary. He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein the Rajasthan High Court 
has held that “Under Section 25G of the I.D. Act 
retrenchment procedure following principle of ‘last come- 
first go is not mandatory but only directory, on sufficient 
grounds shown, the employer is permitted to depart from 
the said principle retrenching seniors and retaining 
juniors.” Though in this case, th^ Petitioner has alleged 
that his juniors have been made permanent in banking 
service, he has not established with any evidence that 
his juniors were made permanent by the Respondent/ 
Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank cannot 
be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be 
dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 Secretary, 
State of KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on- 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
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constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Ky. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that ‘‘regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 
16 of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” 
Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE 
AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “only because an employee had worked for more 
than 240 days of service by that itself would not confer 
any legal right upon him to be regularised in service. ” 
The Supreme Court also held that “the changes brought 
about by the subsequent decisions of this court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of 
the Government in the wake of prevailing market economy, 
globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is evident, 
in view of the settled legal position, as noticed 
hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel for 
the Respondent.contended that since the Petitioner has not 
been appointed for regular post nor has he been appointed 
in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the Petitioner is not 
entitled to claim regularisation of his service. Further, when 
they have not been questioned the five settlements entered 
into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since 
they have not questioned the wait list prepared by the 
Respondent/Bank, they are not entitled to dispute the same 
and they are estopped from doing so. Further, their prayer 
before the labour authorities was only to restore the wait list 
and also for appointment thereon as temporary messenger 


as per wait list. Under such circumstances, after expiry of the 
period mentioned in the settlements which were 
subsequently amended by settlements, the Petitioners 
cannot now question either the preparation of wait list or 
number allotted to them. Under such circumstances, it cannot 
be questioned by the Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim Statement, 
the Petitioners have made so many allegations with regard 
to preparation of wait list and also settlements entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, at the time 
of reference, they have not questioned the settlement nor 
the number allotted to each individual in the wait list. 
Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the settlement 
and they have not alleged that settlement was not a bona 
fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account of mala 
fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or other 
inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of die 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes ar6 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is hot entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No, 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work. I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered according;. 

(Dictated & the P.A.. transcribed and typed m 
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corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2007). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri P. Kottaiyan 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 




MW2 Sri M. Perumal 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Wt 

1-08-88 

Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 

204-88 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

W3 

24-4-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

1-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-3-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-3-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 



Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 



vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Vembattur branch. 

W10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

WI1 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the Reference book on 
Staff maters Vol. Ill consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 

W12 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of call letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messengar 
post-V. Muralikannan 

WI3 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

WI4 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 


zonal office for interview messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W15 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars.- 
J. Velmurugan 

WI6 

264X3-97 

Xerox copy of letter advising selection 
of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

WI7 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of die appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

WI8 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the Pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

WI9 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W20 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messengar staff. 

W21 

094X7-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of die Bipartite 
meeting. 

W22 

094X7-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bankn and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W23 

074X24)6 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
empoyees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W24 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

164X7-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

094)1-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

304X7-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

094)6-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in 
O. P. No. 2787/97 of High Court of 
Orissa. 

M9 

104X7-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

MI0 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Madurai 
Module. 

MU 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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3#r^TDTT/srq %r| ^ ttw -h'^ i 

42/2004) ^ ^iPvid ^Tcff t, "3ft T&zfa TTT^K ^17-8-2007 

3TP?f f[3F «TT | 

[7?. 12012/302/1998-3Tli SIR. (^ft-I)] 

3T3nr ej>mK, 3ifiiq>i0 

New Delhi, the 17th August, 2007 

S.O. 2552—In pursuance of -Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 42/ 
2004) of the Central Government, Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/302/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 42/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGIDNo. 18/99) 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri. I. Mariappan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,; II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Z.O. 

Madurai. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 
For the Management : M/s. D. Mukundan, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/302/98-IR (B-I) dated 01 -02-1998 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 18/99 and issued notices 


to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT cum labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal 
for adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
LD. No. 42/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri I. Mariappan, wait list No. 382 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Sivakasi branch from 
21-08-1984. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Sivakasi 
branch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IV employee. From 21 -08-84, the Petitioner has been 
working as a temporary messenger and sometimes 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temporary basis in Rajapalayam branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual "workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31 -3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1 -4-1997. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
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non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Government to 
reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested the 
Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service as 
obtained prior to 31 -3-1997 and to regularise him in service 
in due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an 
unreasonable stand that the service and the number of 
days worked by Petitioner were treated as of no 
consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, it 
engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after the 
settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by 
which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the Respondent/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The waitlist suffers serious infirmities and it is not 
based on strict seniority and without any rationale. Hence, 
for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant relief of 
regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all attendant 
benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Government 
for adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was Waitlisted as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 


when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-7-1988,7-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 362 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Madurai. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of492 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as 
A, B and C. Considering their temporary service and subject 
to other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 36 
calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the waitlist and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of492 wait listed candidates, 219 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 362 he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
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say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of 
daily wages was not finalized and hence not published and 
there is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has 
no claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with 
costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Baiik 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated that all 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section.18 (3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are: 

0 ) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 362 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 


Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

00 “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

PointNo.1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in. the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
diese Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11 -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
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the ID. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the ID. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex. Ml and the 
averments of MW1 and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. M1 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first 
go’ or first come— last go’ and theiefore, the categorization 
in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause l (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
Therefore, these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.M 10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex. M10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based 
on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91 which 


are marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class TV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article Hof Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 comparises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex.M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contended that preparation of Ex. M 1 namely wait list is 
not inconformity with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non¬ 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released / published even after the Court 
order in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in The Hindu dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the candidates 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all 
these things, it is clear that Ex. M10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. M1 was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. 
M10 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential 
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document. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
that though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated^ 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SGC 201 H. D. SINGH Vs. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
‘badlies’, casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal.” 
Learned representative further contended that Ex. M10 wait 
list has not been prepared in accordance with principle of 
seniority in the legal sense, since the selected candidates 
with longest service should have priority over those who 
joined the service later and therefore, the wait list under 
Ex. M10 which has been drawn up is contrary to law and 
also bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted 
in accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though clause 
2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable for 
permanent appointment will be offered appointment against 
existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and 
in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment 
or posting within the prescribed period, he will be deemed 
to have refused it and the name shall stand deleted from 
the respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 


Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Section 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc. It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
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regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Section 18(1) and 180) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED 
GLASS INDUSTRIES LTD. Vj. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
A.P. AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary’ law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
It further held that “there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 


PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS-wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided into 
two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I.D. 
Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement of the First 
category has limited application and binds merely parties 
to it and settlement of the second category made with a 
recognised majority union has extended application as it 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment. Even 
in case of the first category, if the settlement was reached 
with a representative union of which the contesting 
workmen were members and if there was nothing 
unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the settlement, it 
must be binding on the contesting workmen also.” He 
further relied on the. rulings reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 
NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. IT. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govternment may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them,' 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
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in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS 
UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein 
the Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of 
reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a 
reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material before it, it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some 
technical defects in the wording of reference, subjecting 
the poor workman to hardship involved in moving the 
machinery again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should 
look into the pleading and find out the exact nature of 
pleading of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of 
dispute instead of refusing to answer the reference on 
merits.” Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power 
to go into the question whether the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated in service or not for which he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1998 LAB IC 1664 VAN SAGNATHAN 
ORIENT PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIB UNAL & 
ORS. wherein the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held 
that “the Tribunal cannot go behind the terms of reference, 
but that does not mean that it cannot look into the pleadings 
of parties.” He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1507 A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING 
OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has 
been held that “it has been repeatedly held that the Labour 
Court should not attempt to consider the order under 
reference in a technical manner or a pedantic manner, but 
should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner.” He also argued that in Express 
Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the 
Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal has jurisdiction 
to consider all incidental matters also and the order of 
reference should not be construed in the manner w'hich 
would prolong the industrial adjudication. The Labour Court 
is expected to decide the real nature of disputes between 
the parties and with that object in view, it should consider 
the order of reference in a fair and reasonable manner, 
though the order of reference is not happily framed nor 
was it framed to the high expectation of the Labour Court.” 
Relying on all these decisions, the representative for the 
Petitioner argued that though in the reference, it is not 
mentioned that whether the retrenchment is valid or not, 
from the pleadings it is clear that the Petitioners have been 
retrenched from the Respondent/Bank and therefore, this 
Tribunal can look into the pleadings of the Petitioners and 
can decide whether the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated 
in service as alleged by him and whether he is entitled to 
the back wages as alleged by him. Therefore, the argument 
advanced on the side of the Respondent that it is beyond 
the scope of reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 


between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now' the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIIEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Government service in 
an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies vras made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that ‘ ‘in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no fight to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with .m. ..V 
fide motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of 
the date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
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rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SJNGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though: (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; (b) he 
was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he 
appointed in pursuance of a notification calling for 
applications which means he had entered by a back door ; 
(c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post at the time 
of his appointment; (d) his record of service since his 
appointment is not satisfactory. These are the additional 
problems indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from 
giving of such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied 
upon by the High Court justify such wholesale, 
unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
humb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one uni* may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
m one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997 IISCC i A5HWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full 
Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So I v as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whoa, entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be n' :vd that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an iiregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non- 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and evf'n if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decora' mg a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
. slid confirmation The so called exercise of confirming 


these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed, against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
he construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein the 
Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 25G of 
the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following principle of 
‘last come-first go’ is not mandatory but only directory, on 
sufficient grounds shown, the employer is permitted to 
depart from the said principle retrenching seniors and 
retaining juniors.” Though in this case, the Petitioner has 
alleged that his juniors have been made permanent in 
banking service, he has not established with any evidence 
that his juniors were made permanent by the Respondent/ 
Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before this 
Tribunal that he has worked more days than the Petitioner. 
In such circumstances, the prayer for reinstatement in the 
services of Respondent/Bank cannot be given to the 
Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be dismissed with 
costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 Secretary, 
State of KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right ” 
Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true tlfat he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
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and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to.be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vi. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law. ” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days of 
service by that itself would not confer any legal right upon 
him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court also 
held that “the changes brought about by the subsequent 
decisions of this court probably having regard to the 
changes in the policy decisions of the Government in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary tjiessenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 


settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim Statement, 
the Petitioners have made so many allegations with regard 
to preparation of wait list and also settlements entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, at the time 
of reference, they have not questioned the settlement nor 
the number allotted to each individual in the wait list. 
Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the settlement 
and they have not alleged that settlement was not a bona 
fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account of mala 
fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or other 
inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages-and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 : 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined: 

For the Petitioner : WW1 Sri I. Mariyappan 
WW 2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent : MW 1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri M. Perumal 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

WI 1-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-4-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 

W3 24-4-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 1 -05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 

Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-3-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 

Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-3-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 01-07-85 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Sivakasi branch. 

W10 19-11-90 Xerox copy of the service certificte 

issued by Sivakasi branch. 

W11 25-07-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Rajapalayam branch. 

W12 Nil Xerox copy of the attendance register. 

W13 Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding appointment of temporary 
employees. 

W14 Nil Xerox copy of the Reference book on 

Staff matters. Vol. Ill consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 

W! 5 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—V. Mural ikannan. 

W16 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office For interview of messengar 
post-K. Subburaj. 


W17 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Maduria 

zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W18 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars— 

J. Velmurugan. 

W19 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising selectio 

part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W20 31-03-97 Xerox copy of theAppointment order to 

Sri G.Pandi. 

W21 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the Pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W22 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

Circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W23 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W24 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of the 

Bipartite meeting. 

W25 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Responent/Bank and All India Staff Bank 
of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W26 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W27 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88. Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement, 

M4 09-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 09-06-95 Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No.7872/91. 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of 1 the order in 
O. P. No. 2787/97 of High Court of 
Orissa. 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy of the order of S upreme Court 

inSLPNo. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Madurai 
Module. 

M11 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 

No. 16289 anJ 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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[■R ^-12012/364/1998-3T1^3TR(^-I)] 
3m ^RK, 3TftT^FTfr 
New Delhi, the 17th August, 2007 

S.O. 2553. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 44/ 
2004) of the Central Government, Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No. Lr 12012/364/1998-IR (B-DJ 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 44/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 60/99) 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 
BETWEE 

Sri. I. P. Chandrasekaran : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Z.O. 

Madurai. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : SriV.S.Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 
For the Management : M/s. R. Krishnamachari, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/364/98-IR (B-I) dated 05-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier, to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 60/99 and issued notices 


to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT cum labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as I. D. 
No. 44/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri S.GP. Chanrasekaran, wait list No. 294 for 
restoring the wait list of temporary messengers in 
the establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Jeyamangalam branch 
from 10-06-1983. The Petitioner was orally informed that 
his services were no more required. The non-employment 
of the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Teppakulam branch. He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result -of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee . From 10-06-83, the Petitioner 
has been working as a temporary messenger and sometimes 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temporary basis in Jeyamangalam branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31 -3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-1997. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
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non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Government to 
reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested the 
Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service as 
obtained prior to 31-3-1997 and to regularise him in service 
in due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an 
unreasonable stand that the service and the number of 
days worked by Petitioner were treated as of no 
consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, it 
engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after the 
settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by 
which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been.prepared and the Respondent/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The waitlist suffers serious infirmities and it is not 
based on strict seniority and without any rationale. Hence, 
for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant relief of 
regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all attendant 
benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Government 
for adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was waitlisted as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary^employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 


when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-7-1988,7-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate no. 294 in wait list of 
zonal Office, Madurai. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 492 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as 
A, B and C. -Considering their temporary service and subject 
to other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 36 
calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the waitlist and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of492 wait listed candidates, 219 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 294 he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
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say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged- It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of daily 
wages was not finalized and hence not published and there 
is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has no 
claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, 
the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998. the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18( 1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respundent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1 - 91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are : 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 294 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 


(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employ ment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in. the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987. the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank w ithout any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back w ages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circ ulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Managemem. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11 -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitionei 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, tney 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 


3625 Gl/07—27 



[Part II — Sec. 3(ii)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 8,2007/BHADRA 17,1929 


6768 


appl icable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are. eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
'.lie Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 \yhich constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex. MI and the 
averments of MW 1 and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, 
B & C ! is quite opposed to the doctrine of' last come—first 
go' or‘first come—last go' and therefore, the categorization 
in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause I (a) of Ex. MI provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligihle categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank's circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
Therefore, these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers, Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the w r ait list Ex.Mi 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based 
on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex. MI. M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW 1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 


circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW! and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegal ity committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW I wait list under Ex. MIO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contendedthatpreparationofEx.M 10 namely wait list is 
not inconformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non- 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released/published even after the Court 
order in WMPNo.l 1932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the candidates, 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all 
these things, it is clear that Ex. M10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list 
Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential 
document. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
that though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
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been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H. D. SINGH Vs. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
‘badlies’, casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal.” 
Learned representative further contended that Ex. M10 wait 
list has not been prepared in accordance with principle of 
seniority in the legal sense, since the selected candidates 
with longest service should have priority over those who 
joined the service later and therefore, the wait list under 
Ex. M10 which has been drawn up is contrary to law and 
also bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted 
in accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though 
clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable 
for permanent appointment will be offered appointment 
against existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or 
circle and in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of 
appointment or posting within the prescribed period, he 
will be deemed to have refused it and the name shall stand 
deleted from the respective panel and he shall have no 
further claim for being considered for permanent 
appointment in the bank. The Respondent/Bank has not 
produced any document show how he has arrived at the 
seniority and till date, it is a mystery as to who that senior 
was and there is no documentary evidence in support of 
the averment and also for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, 
the termination of the Petitioner who was in regular service 
of the Respondent/Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal 
and the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the terms of settlement on absorption of temporary 
employees. Though the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. 
M6 which alleged to be a copy of minutes of conciliation 
proceedings dated 9-6-75 before Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) 
settlement nor 12(3) settlement as claimed by the Respondent/ 
Bank which says only with regard to modification of Ex. MI 
to M4 made in terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank 
produced Ex. M7 and MU interim orders passed by High 
Court of Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.p. No.7872/91 
ceased to have any relevance when the main writ has been 
disposed of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have 
any bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross 
examination had become apparent that they have no 


personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25 B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 11 LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case, - he Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected a is r 
were not in continuous sorvue, I Loco, the . . of 

regular appointment/,* •'• •• -r;a.ou does not arise at all and 
their engagement w not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
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accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I D. Act. in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim c>f the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger, 
Further, the allegation ihat he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was w-ait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the setdements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED 
GLASS INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL. TRIBUNAL 
A P AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) (he union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of i 1 workmen and the workmen re signed from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
i plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
dvA “sn the absence of plea that the settlement reached jn 
the course .of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.'’ Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOT AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
i R ANK PORI CORPORATION AND OUTERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay Fligh Court has held that 
Therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
c mediation proceedings with a recognised majority union 

* T! he binding on a!! workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to ■he /-me. To thatextent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 

sr i ■/.•merits reached with the active assistance of the 
CiMif jiration officer and to discourage an individual 

• mwGyceor a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
h further held tna? “there may be exceptional eases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides. fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But. in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
virys.mng i> entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
G -.rr.ed vmimei for the Respondent further relied on the 
mDigsTcpohepin 199711JJ 308 K.C.P.LTD.VY PRESIDING 
f TTICER AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has 
hetd i fcat ’ settlements are divided into two categories 
iu-me . those arrived at outside the conciliation 


proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I.D. Act and 
(ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation proceedings 
under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first category has 
limited application and binds merely parties to it and 
settlement of the second category made with a recognised 
majority union has extended application as it will be binding 
on all workmen of the establishment. Even in case of the 
first category, if the settlement was reached with a 
representative union of which the contesting workmen were 
members and if there was nothing unreasonable or unfair 
in the terms of the settlement, it must be binding on the 
contesting workmen also.” He further relied on the. rulings 
reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND 
OTHERS w'herein the Supreme Court has held that 
“settlement is arrived at by the free will of the parties and is 
a pointer to there being good will between them. When 
there is a dispute that the settlement is not bonafide in 
nature or that it has been arrived at on account of fraud, 
misrepresentation or concealment of facts or even 
corruption and other inducements, it could be subject matter 
of yet another industrial dispute which an appropriate 
Government may refer for adjudication after examining the 
allegations as there is an underlying assumption that the 
settlement reached with the help bf the conciliation officer 
must be fair and reasonable.” Relying on ail these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

1!. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by,the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement, 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it 
is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on tlie 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS 
UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein 


* 


I'm II—3(ii)] 


*TO T2PT TFTO : f« 8, 2007m 17, 1929 


6771 


the Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of 
reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a 
reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material before it, it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some 
technical defects in the wording of reference, subjecting 
the poor workman to hardship involved in moving the 
machinery again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should 
look into the pleading and find out the exact nature of 
pleading of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of 
dispute instead of refusing to answer the reference on 
merits.” Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power 
to go into the question whether the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated in service or not for which he relied on.the rulings 
reported in 1998 LAB IC 1664VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT 
PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. 
wherein the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that 
“the Tribunal cannot go behind the terms of reference, but 
that does not mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of 
parties.” He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 
IC 1507 A. S AMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, 
LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held 
that “it has been repeatedly held that the Labour Court 
should not attempt to consider the order under reference 
in a technical manner or a pedantic manner, but should 
consider the order of reference in a fair and reasonable 
manner.” He also argued that in Express Newspapers 
P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court 
has held that “the Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all 
incidental matters also and the order of reference should 
not be construed in the manner which would prolong the 
industrial adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to 
decide the real nature of disputes between the parties and 
with that object in view, it should consider the order of 
reference in a fair and reasonable manner, though the order 
of ref erence is not happily framed nor was it framed to the 
high expectat ion of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and ^ince it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 


14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now' the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VUEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that ‘ ‘the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Government service in 
an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies w'as made 
in view' of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees w'ere given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported 
in 1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, w'e are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA w'herein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide oh the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala- 
fide motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of 
the date namely 31 -3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now' coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
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regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; (b) he 
was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he 
appointed in pursuance of a notification calling for 
applications which means he had entered by a back door; 
(c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post at the time 
of his appointment; (d) his record of service since his 
appointment is not satisfactory. These are the additional 
problems indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from 
giving of such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied 
upon by the High Court justify such wholesale, 
unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of a nad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He turther relied on the decision reported 
in 199711SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Kv. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full 
Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
”So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself w'as illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility, It would amount 
to decorating a still born baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees W'ere appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 


and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein the 
Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 25G of 
the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following principle of 
‘last come-first go’ is not mandatory but only directory, on 
sufficient grounds shown, the employer is permitted to 
depart from the said principle retrenching seniors and 
retaining juniors.” Though in this case, the Petitioner has 
alleged that his juniors have been made permanent in 
banking service, he has not established w ith any evidence 
that his juniors were made permanent by the Respondent/ 
Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before this 
Tribunal that he has worked more days than the Petitioner. 
In such circumstances, the prayer for reinstatement in the 
services of Respondent/Bank cannot be given to the 
Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be dismissed with 
costs. 

15. Learned Sen ior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he w-ould not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by folio wing a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain —not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it w'OUld not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person w'ho has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying dow n the law, has clearly 
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held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 National Fertilizers Ltd. and 
Others Vs. Somvir Singh, wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “regularisation furthermore, is not a mode of 
appointment and if appointment is made without following 
the rules, the same being a nullity, the question of 
confirmation of an employee upon the expiry of purported 
period of probation would notarise.” Further, in CDJ 2006 
SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR Ks. 
SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that “it 
is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days of 
service by that itself would not confer any legal right upon 
him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court also 
held that “the changes brought about by the subsequent 
decisions of this court probably having regard to the 
changes in the policy decisions of the Government in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 


such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim Statement, 
the Petitioners have made so many allegations with regard 
to preparation of wait list and also settlements entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, at the time 
of reference, they have not questioned the settlement nor 
the number allotted to each individual in the wait list. 
Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the settlement 
and they have not alleged that settlement was not a bona 
fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account of mala 
fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or other 
inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
’also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri P. Chandrasekaran 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
For the Respondent MW1 SrtC.Mariappan 
MW2 Sri P. Perumal 
Documents Marked:— 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

WI 

1-08-88 

Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 

20-04-88 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding-absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

1-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
npt to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

13-06-84 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Jeyamangalam branch. 

W10 

08-12-84 

Xerox copy of the service certificte 
issued by Theni branch. 

Wll 

26-08-87 

Xerox copy of the service certificte issued 
by Theni branch. 

W12 

17-6-88 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Jeyamangalam branch. 

WI3 

26-03-94 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Gullapuram branch. 

W14 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Teppakulam branch. 

W15 

17-12-97 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Siruthozhil branch. 

W16 

13-01-98 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Teppakulam branch. 

WI7 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matter issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

WI8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the reference book on staff 


matters Vol. Ill consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 


W19 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Mural ikannan. 

W20 064)3-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W21 064)3-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W22 174)3-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars— 

J. Velmurugan. 

W23 264)3-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi, 

W24 314)3-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 

W25 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle.. 

W26 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

Circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W27 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W28 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of the 

Bipartite meeting. 

W29 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
v Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W30 074)24)6 Xerox copy of the Head Office about 

conversion of part time employees and 
redesignate them as general attendants. 

W31 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 09-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 09-06-95 Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in 
O. P. No. 2787/97 of High Court of 
Orissa. 

M9 104)7-99 Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Madurai 

Module. 

Mil 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 


[*TFT Il—WXg 3(ii)] 


'RRcl : ffidMf 8, 2007/^ 17, 1929 


6775 


17 3PFRT, 2007 

“RT.3IT. 2554.—3^fh* fariK 3tfa£m, 1947 ( 1947 
14) VKT 17 ^ 3^<u|11, ^#4 RR^TR ~&Z 3*far 

^fu^TT WRHT ^ 7T5RS ffafafctf 3^ ^ 

3Fpfa ^ ffe 3j^lPhh ^ 4U4>K 3fofcF 
3TfW^T, % WH (Trf^f MI 47/2004) ^\ l^FlfW 
^Tcft t, sft RR37R 17-8-2007 ^ W<T f3ff «n I 

N. ^-12012/372/1998-3^3^(^-1)] 
3t^tr ^m, arfe^rO' 
New Delhi, the 17th August, 2007 

S.O. 2554. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 47/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Trifcunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/372/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 
PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 47/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 63/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudiation under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri A. Duraipandi : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Z.O., 

Madurai. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s. R. Krishnamachari, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/372/98-IR (B-I) dated 05-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 


Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 63/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 47/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri A. Durai, Pandi wait list No. 301 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Ambasamudram branch 
from 05-07-1984. The Petitioner was orally informed that 
his services were no more required. The non-employment 
of the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18( 1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Ambasamudram branch. He was called for an interview by 
a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 05-07-1984, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Ambasamudram branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
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1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise b;;n in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(l)and 18(3)ofI.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he w as wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-07-1988,07-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 301 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Madurai. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 492 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for Filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of afore¬ 
said settlements; out of 492 wait listed candidates, 
219 temporary employees were appointed and since the 
Petitioner was wait listed at 301, he was not appointed. The 
said settlements were bona fide which were the only 
workable solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlements 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Further, the said settlements were not questioned by any 
union so far and the settlements of bank level settlements 
and operated throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/ 
Bank and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such 
plea. It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18( 1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 301 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 


(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees, 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in WritPetition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchmeni as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18( 1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
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Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MW I and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A. B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex. Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four types 
of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the Respondent/ 
Bank has alleged to have prepared only one wait list for 
each module as per Ex. M lOinthiscase. Those candidates 
under Ex. M10 were found suitable for appointment as 
messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is unable to say as 
to when the wait list Ex. M10 was prepared, but it is 
mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based on the 
settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW 1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 


inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.' Further, the averment 
of MW 1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex. MIO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu' dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex. MIO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
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engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies \ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the t$rms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 


and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18( I) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
> Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
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the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement." It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides,fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that ", settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I’D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 


application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 
settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was fiothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
' the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it 
is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
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workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this Tribunal 
is entitled to go into the question whether the relief prayed 
for by die Petitioner can be given to him or not? But, I find 
that the settlement was validly entered into between the 
Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it is not 
questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/Bank, I 
find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SQC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 


OTHERS Vs. K. V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal - 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
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available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every' case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
ofLower Courts, l ie further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997 IISCC I ASHWAN1 KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation ofappointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry' itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question ofconfirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIM AN SHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTH1 & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 


wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC I 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, 
the Supreme Court has held that “merely because a 
temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was notmade by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is 
not open to the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the 
instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end or of ad-hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right.” Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the 
person who accepts an engagement either temporary or 
casual in nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts 
the employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is 
not in a position to bargain—not at arms length since he 
might have been searching for some employment so as to 
eke out his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But 
on that ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison 
the constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate 
illegalities and to take the view that a person who has 
temporarily or casually got employed should be directed 
to be continued permanently. By doing so, it will be creating 
another mode of public appointment which is not 
permissible.” Further, the Supreme Court while laying down 
the law, has clearly held that “unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
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among qualified persons, the same would not confer any 

right on the appointee.It has to be clarified that merely 

because a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is 
continued for a time beyond the term of his appointment, 
he would not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service 
or made permanent merely on the strength of such 
continuance, if the original appointment was not made by 
following a due process of selection as envisaged by 
relevant rules.” Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL 
FERTILIZERS LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “regularisation 
furthermore, is not a mode of appointment and if 
appointment is made without following the rules, the same 
being a nullity, the question of confirmation of an employee 
upon the expiry of purported period of probation would 
not arise.” Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL 
COUNCIL, SUJANPUR Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the 
Supreme Court has held that “it is not disputed that the 
appointment of the Respondent was not in sanctioned post. 
Being a ‘State’ within the meaning of Article 12 of the 
Constitution of India, the Appellant for the purpose of 
recruiting its employees was bound to follow the recruitment 
rules. Any recruitment made in violation of such rules as 
also in violation of constitutional scheme enshrined under 
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be 
void in law.” Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA 
PRADESH STATE AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “only because an employee had worked 
for more than 240 days of service by that itself would not 
confer any legal right upon him to be regularised in service.” 
The Supreme Court also held that “the changes brought 
about by the subsequent decisions of this court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of 
the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market economy, 
globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in 
view of the settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as p£r wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 


17. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions ofthe Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation antf 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find ftiis point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner W W1 Sri A. Durai Pandi 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW I SriC. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri M. Perumal 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex.No. Date Description 

WI 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 Nil Xerox copy of the service certificate 
^issued by Ambasamudram branch. 

WIO Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
care and service conditions. 

WI1 Nil Xerox copy of the Reference book on 
Staff maters Vol. Ill consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 

W12 06-03-97 Xerox copy ofthe call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 


Wl 5 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars— 

J. Velmurugan. 

W16 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advisting 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W17 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 

W18 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

WI9 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W20 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 

No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W21 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 

meeting. 

W22 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—-creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W23 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W24 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-7-88 Xerox copy ofthe settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy ofthe settlement. 

M4 9-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 9-06-95 Xerox copy of the minute s of conciliation 

proceedings. 

M7 28-5-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-5-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-7-99 Xerox copy ofthe order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 NO Xerox copy of the wait list of Madurai 

Module. 

Ml 1 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 

No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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W.3IT. 2555. — 3klf> T5 7 fefK 3#lfWT, 1947 (1947 
14) ^TO 17 ^ 3TPT 

f ftrg^T <£ THTOcrii ^ TTO fafcpFf sffr ^ 

#q, 3Tp* 3flritf*FF -facf^ ff 7TTFR akllPlcb 

srfspFWSm ’zwm**, ^ WTZ (wf WTT 46/2004) 

^ y<*>lfVM oFRlt t, ^ W4pjR "^1 17-8-2007 ^ W<T 
f3TT q? I 

[U T^l-12012/374/1998-3Tl|3m(^-I)] 
3T3PT ep*tK, ^'W> srfq^nft 

New Delhi, the 17th August, 2007 

S.O. 2555.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 46/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/374/1998-ER (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31 st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 46/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 62/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri S. Thirumalai : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Z.O., 

Madurai. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 
For the Management : Mr. R. Krishnamachari, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-l2012/374/98-IR(B-I)dated 05-02-1999 has 


referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 62/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-cum-Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 

I.D.No. 46/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri S. Thirumalai, wait list No. 451 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Srivaikundam branch from 
16-05-1984. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Srivaikundam branch. He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 16-05-1984, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Tuicorin main branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services are not 
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required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the l.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I. D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority, Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 


when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-07-1988,07-10-1988,9-1-1991 and3(K7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 451 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Madurai. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 492 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no vaiid 
apfl enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 492 wait listed candidates, 219 
temporary employees were appointed and since the 
Petitioner was wait listed at 451, he was not appointed. 
The said settlements were bona fide which were the only 
workable solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlements 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Further, the said settlements were not questioned by any 
union so far and the settlements of bank level settlements 
and operated throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/ 
Bank and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such 
plea. It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
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It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteriaset out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India StafFFederation were under Section 18( 1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules-of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 

List No. 451 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 


thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?’* 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 
Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as iuis not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
arty settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
l.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
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has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in 1996 LAB & IC2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25 F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of MW 1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex. Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis 
for regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as 
per bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, 
the absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories 
is not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged 
by the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be 
given permanent appointment in the bank service. Those 
casuals were given more beneficial treatment in the matter 
of arriving at qualifying service for interview and selection. 
But, temporary employees have not been informed about 
this amendment which includes casuals affecting their 
interest and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 
four types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex. MIO were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based 
on the settlement dated 17-11 -87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 


circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so-called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW l wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW 1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 

It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absofption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 1 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. MIO has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of concifiation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
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Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of die principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies” casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal.” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M l to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bar/. 


has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25 B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
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Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The. settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Coun: has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
Conciliation Officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
It further held that ‘‘there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala tides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided into 
two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I D. 
Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first 
category has limited application and binds merely parties 


to it and settlement of the secdnd category made with a 
recognised majority union has extended application as it 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment. Even 
in case of the first category, if the settlement was reached 
with a representative union of which the contesting 
workmen were members and if there was nothing 
unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the settlement, it 
must be binding on the contesting workmen also.” He 
further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 
NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
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the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again.” It further held that "the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and fmd out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. base reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
refetqpce, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I fmd some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I fmd that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I fmd the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlemeilt. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should he reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 


reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6SCC584SYNDICATEBANK&ORS. Vs.SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel . The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
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(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions arid circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997IISCC I ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTH1 & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 


temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged.that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that ‘ ‘merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain-not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed -should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 
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appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 


17. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual iri the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri S Thirumalai 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri M. Perumal 

Documents Ma. ked:— 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Wl 

01-08.88 

Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 

20-04-88 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox 'copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy ofthe advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

2608-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messnger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
,31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

28-03-85 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Srivaikundam Branch. v 

W10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tuticorin Branch. 

Wll 

Aug. 99 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tuticorin main Branch. 

W12 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
care & service conditions. 

W13 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the Reference book on 
Staff matters Vol. Ill consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 

WI4 

0603-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

WI5 

0603-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 


Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 


W16 064)3-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 

Wl7 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan. 

W18 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pani. 

W19 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 

W20 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W21 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W22 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 

No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W23 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of the B ipartite 

meeting. 

W24 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and AH India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W25 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W26 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 167-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

. M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 9-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-% Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 9-0695 Xerox copy ofthe minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-5-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-5-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-7-99 Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 

inSLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Madurai 
Module. 

Ml 1 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 

No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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<?TT.3TT. 2556. —STfafWT, 1947 (1947 

14) qfft qro 17 ^ 4', 

ifirgm WEPT ^ TTSR* f^Rfr^f 3^ TFF# '+4«buT ^ 

SlftFFFT, ^ (4^4 TRsTT 45/2004) ^1 wf?T?f 

f, # TTFFF <61 17-8-2007 TfM ^30 I 

[4. TJeT-12012/371 /1998-3^3^(41-1)] 
STaR <£FK, 4^6 3rf4'<4»t(l 

New Delhi, the 17th August, 2007 

S.O. 2556.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 41/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/371/ 1998-tR (B-I)] 

A JAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRTOUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 45/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CG1D No. 61/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudiation under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri R. Ramachandran : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Z.O., 

Madurai. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : Mr. R. Krishnamachari, 
Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/371 /98-IR (B-l) dated 05-02-1999 has . 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 


Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CG1D No. 61/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After'the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 45/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri R. Ramachandran, wait list No. 370 or restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled ?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Tuticorin main branch 
from 04-01-1984. The Petitioner was orally informed that 
his services were no more required. The non-employment 
of the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18( 1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
Qf Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Tuticorin 
main ADB branch. He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 4-1 -84, the Petitioner 
has been working as a temporary messenger and some 
time performing work in other branches also. While working 
on temporary basis in Tuticorin main, branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services are not 
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required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner w as not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same w'ork either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service, Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 


when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-07-1988,07-10-1988,9-1-1991 and30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 370 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Madurai. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 492 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 492 wait listed candidates 
219 temporary employees were appointed and since the 
Petitioner was wait listed at 370, he was not appointed. The 
said settlements were bona fide which were the only 
workable solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlements 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Further, the said settlements were not questioned by any 
union so far and the settlements of bank level settlements 
and operated throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/ 
Bank and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such 
plea. It is not correct to say that documents and,identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
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It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed ia filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India StafFFederation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 

List 370 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 


thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 
Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees, 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court to 
protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
ftirther prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent^Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
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has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the l.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25 F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.MI and the averments of MW I and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come—last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause I (a) of Ex. Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual basis 
should not be given permanent appointment in the bank 
service. Those casuals were given more beneficial treatment 
in the matter of arriving at qualify ing service for interview 
and selection. But, temporary employees have not been 
informed about this amendment which includes casuals 
affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per instructions 
in Ex. W2 four types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only 
one wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. 
Those candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, whenMWl 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 


circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non- 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition ofMWl wait list under Ex. Ml 0 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners wme engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
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Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
"to employ workmen as ‘badlies \ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. M Learned representative 
further contended that Ex, M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment ih the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance w ith the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only w'ith regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and M11 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P.No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowiedge about the settlements w'hich are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 


has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they'are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected IDs. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
\actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees w'ho 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their # 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
w'ere in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but w'ere 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
w'ere not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under die provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
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Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were born fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
therulingsreportedin 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that " there may be 
exceptional cases, wher e there may be allegations of mala 
ftdes, fraud or even corruption or other inducements But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
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merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 
settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govermemt may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are nor parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Goverment 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement, 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “ mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
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the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. " It further held that "the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Courthas held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of ^reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force m the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Theri*the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 


reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court 
has held that “the only question which falls for 
determination in this appeal is whether a candidate whose 
name appears in the select list on the basis of competitive 
examination acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service 
in an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reductiop in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6SCC584SYNDICATEBANK&ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Courthas held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported ia 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a- 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that ever)' ad-hoc/ 
temporary, employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
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(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and w ithout taking into account tne other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. 'Hie relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this; the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997 H SCC. I ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
ST AT E OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of th:.i Supierne Court has considered the above 
reguT- Radon ofappointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry T ed was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted :.hA question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregular!v appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an ir. guiar manner or 
oi. ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
mv, mb oris ed and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non- 
existing oa •.« / would never survive for consideration 
nd even if such purported regular isation or confirmation 
is given * would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decor,uing a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
then ■+:■$ no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learn; i counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
tempo* : 'r\\employees were appointed only due to 
e vgeoHes and they have not appointed against any regular 
' v>eiiucy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and ti'creiore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
• e; rued in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VATyARTI a ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 


wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that ‘ ‘merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of adhoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
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rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 

«is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SUKINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 


such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, 1 find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Goverment in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, l find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled ? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri R. Ramachandran 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
For the Respondent MW1 SriC. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri M. Perumal 
Documents Marked:— 


Ex. No. Date 

W1 01-08-88 

W2 

20-04-88 

W3 

24-04-9! 

W4 

01-05-91 

W5 

20-08-91 

W6 

15-03-97 

W7 

25-03-97 


W8 Nil 

W9 07-05-87 
W10 Nil 

Wll Nil 
W12 21-10-83 

W13 Nil 
W14 Nil 


W15 Nil 

W16 06-03-97 


Description 

Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 
Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai, about filling up of 
vacancies of messnger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tuticorin Branch. 

Xerox copy of the statement showing 
number of days workd by Petitioner in 
Tuticorin branch 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tuticorin branch. 

Xerox copy of the letter from Employment 
Exchange to the Petitioner for the 
interview. 

Xerox copy of the attendance register. 
Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
care & service conditions. 

Xerox copy of the Reference book on 
Staff matters Vol.III consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
Zonal Office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 


W17 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai Zonal Office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W18 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai Zonal Office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 

W19 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan. 

W20 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W21 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W22 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait lisf 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W23 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W24 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messinger staff. 

W25 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W26 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W27 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W28 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-7-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

MS 

30-07-% 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

9-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-5-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-5-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-7-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Madurai 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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W.3TT. 2557.—SjfafWf, 1947 (1947 
«FT14) ^ m\ 17 4, ^?faf TR^K ^ ^Nf 3TR> 

^ fo^ T T ^ !T5f^ ^ 7TO afo "3^ <*>4+l<T ^ 

«rta, srptj 3 ^Rich fsm 3 TR^fiR afkAPi* 

srfu^T, ^ w (wn 22/2004) ^ y+iferd 

Wf t, -3ft q^q TOTC 20-8-2007 W<T f3TT «TT I 

[U ^T-12012/265/1998-3TT^3m(^t-l)] 
3T3R ^[R, 

New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2557.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 22/ 
2004) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 20-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/265/1998-lR(B-I)} 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 22/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGI D No. 70/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudiation under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri N. Sundaramoorthi : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Zonal Office. 

Coimbatore. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s. K. S. Sundar, Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/265/98-IR (B-I) dated 5-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 70/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-cum-Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
ID. No. 22/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri N. Sundaramoorthi, wait list No. 226 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Tiruppur Main branch 
from 13-08-84. During 1985-86, the Petitioner was orally 
informed that his services were no more required. The non¬ 
employment of the Petitioner and others became subject 
matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition 
filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 
542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme Court. The 
Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy 
of settlement under Section 18(1) reached between 
management of State Bank of India and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is with 
regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen who 
were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified in 
the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager ofthe Tiruppur 
Main branch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IV employee. From 13-08-1984, the Petitioner has been 
working as a temporary messenger and some time 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temporary basis in Tiruppur OSB branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
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I -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal far adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the RespondenftBank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sasiry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
Respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding gram of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority^. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-07-1988,07-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 226 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Coimbatore. So far 211 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 705 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 705 wait listed candidates, 211 
temporary employees were appointed and since the 
Petitioner was wait listed at 226, he was not appointed. The 
said settlements were bona fide which were the only 
workable solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlements 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Further, the said settlements were not questioned by any 
union so far and the settlements of bank level settlements 
and operated throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/ 
Bank and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such 
plea. It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India StafFFederation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No,7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 

' questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 

List No. 226 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 


(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court to 
protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18( 1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-Aof the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
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Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in 1996 LAB & !C 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS ihe Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D, Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Mi and the averments of MW ) and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a)ofEx.Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex. W2 four types 
of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the Respondent/ 
Bank has alleged to have prepared only one wait list for 
each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. Those candidates 
under Ex. M10 were found suitable for appointment as 
messengers and sweepers. Even MW l is unable to say as 
to when the wait list Ex. M10 was prepared, but it is 
mentioned in Ex.MlO that it was prepared based on the 
settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW 1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 


inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex. M!0 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW! and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wnggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, bbth belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions ofEx. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/9! W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
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engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 ( 00 ) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
"to employ workmen as 'badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for (he averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml I interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 


and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is Illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous 
service of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the 
benefits under the provisions of l.D. Act It is further contended 
on behalf of the Petitioner that though some of the Petitioners 
in the connected I.Ds. have not completed 240 days, since 
the Respondent/Bank has not taken into consideration and 
not included the Sundays’ and paid holidays as days on 
which the Petitioners have actually worked and hence, they 
have also completed 240 days in a period of 12 calendar 
months. He also relied on the rulings reported in 1985 II 
LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION Vs. 
MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that '“the expression ‘actually 
worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc.” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub-staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
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the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 ILL! 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 1 i workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 11 LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance f the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ’’ ft further held thai “there may be 
exc ‘phonal cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fide fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rul ings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRE SIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
in* ' two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
r;u conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has extended 


application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 
settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that " settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another industrial 
dispute which an appropriate Government may refer 
for adjudication after examining the allegations as there 
is an underlying assumption that the settlement reached 
with the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government is 
not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it 
is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, ifpoints of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
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workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “the 7 Yibunal should look into 
the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme c!ourt has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
-is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled t p be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 


held that ‘ ‘the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Ijfcspondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on ail 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now 
coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc tem]5orary 
employees who have continued for mere than a year should 
be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
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for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in eaeh case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable a«d 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997 11 SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 


be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied’on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘ last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner, In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has he Id that ‘ ‘merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would, not eonfer any right on the 
appointee...... It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee of a casual wage worker is continued 
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for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise. ’ Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER K.UMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law. Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned couns^ 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 


with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, 1 find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, 1 find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, 1 find this point against the 
D etitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri N. Sundaramurthy 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
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For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri S. Srinivasan 

Documents Marked:— 


Ex. No. Date 
WI 01-08-88 

W2 20-04-88 

W3 24-04-91 

W4 01-05-91 
W5 20-08-91 

W6 15-03-97 

W7 25-03-97 


W8 Nil 

W9 29-04-85 
W10 18-07-86 

Wl 1 28-06-89 

W12 30-05-94 

W13 22-07-% 

W14 Nil 


W15 NO • 
W16 06-03-97 

W17 06-03-97 


Description 

Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 
Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work 
Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruppur Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruppur Main Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Thennampalayam Branch. 
Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Dharmapuri Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruppur Branch. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff maters upto 31-12-95. 
Xerox copy ofthe call letter from Madurai 
Zonal Office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai Zonal Office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 


W18 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai Zonal Office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 

W19 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan. 

W20 

264)3-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W21 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
SriG. Pandi. 

W22 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W23 

13-02-95 

n 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W24 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W25 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy ofthe minutes ofthe Bipartite 
meeting. 

W26 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W27 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W 28 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-7-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy ofthe settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

304)7-96 

Xerox copy ofthe settlement. 

M6 

94)6-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-5-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-5-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-7-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy ofthe watt list of Coimbatore 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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^ 20 2007 

W.OT. 2558.—1947 (1947 
cRT 14) «TRT 17 ^ 4\ 7R3TR ^ 3TFT> 

gfh ' gq i Wlcfa 4<M«& Mv*tf sfa <+i4^Kt ^ 
#cf 5 3QW 4 fife 3yfw 4 TT^R atalPw' 
STfspFTUT, ^ T3TJ (^Ml 23/2004) ^ JwRfitt 
TOl t, # TR^K ^ 20-8-2007 ^ 3JTRT %W 8TT I 

[U 1^-12012/266/1998-3^ 37R(^-I)] 
3T5R^RR, 3Tfwfl 

New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 
S.O. 2558.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 23/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 20-8-2007. . 

[No. L-12012/266/19984 R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 23/2004 

(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 71/99) 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
v(d) of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of SectionlO of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri A Ramasamy : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, 

Z. O. Coimbatore 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s. K. S. Sundar, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/266/98-IR (B-I) dated 5-02-1999 has 


referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 71/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Chunter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as I.D. No. 
23/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

"Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri A. Ramasamy, wait list No. 223 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Tiruppur Main branch 
from 25-07-1983. During 1985-86 the Petitioner was orally 
informed that his services were no more required. The non¬ 
employment of the Petitioner and others became subject 
matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition 
filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 
542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme Court. The 
Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy 
of settlement under section 18(1) reached between 
management of State Bank of India and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is with 
regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen who 
were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified in 
the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and G Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Tiruppur 
Main branch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IV employee. The Petitioner has been working as a 
temporary messenger and some times performing work in 
other branches also. While working on temporary basis in 
Tiruppur OSB branch, another advertisement by the 
Respondent/Bank was made regarding casual workers who 
were reported to be in service during the same period. 
While the Petitioner was working as such, the Manager 
of the branch informed the Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 
that his services are not required any more and he 


3625 Gl/07—33 
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need not attend the office from 1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner 
raised a dispute with regard to his non-employment. Since 
the conciliation ended in failure, the matter was referred to 
this Tribunal for adjudication. Though reference was sent 
to this Tribunal, the reference framed did not satisfy the 
grievance of the Petitioner, he has made a fresh 
representation to Govt, to reconsider the reference and the 
Petitioner requested the Respond ent/Bank to continue to 
engage him in service as obtained prior to 31-3-97 and to 
regularise him in service in due course. The Respondent/ 
Bank took up an unreasonable stand that the service and 
the number of days worked by Petitioner were treated as of 
no consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, 
it engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after 
the settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement 
by which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit Consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the Respondent/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationale. 
Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant 
relief of regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all 
attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service.-Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18 ( 1 ) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bonafide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 579 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Coimbatore. So far 211 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 705 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 36 
calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended upto 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 705 wait listed candidates, 219 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 579 he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
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permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
3l-l 2-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of 
daily wages was not finalized and hence not published and 
there is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has 
no claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with 
costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in'the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitjpner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are: 

(i) -‘Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 223 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers. In the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court to 
protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorbtion of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement ha$ become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
farther prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
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the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & 1C 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only» 
tor the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25 F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25 H cannot be restricted only to one category 
oi retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which consti'iute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex. MI and the 
averments of MW1 and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into 'A, B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, 

B & C is quite opposed to the doctrine of Mast come—first 
go’ or £ First come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization 
tn Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1(a) of Ex. Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals io do messenger!al work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. arc strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casual.*, along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
There JOre, these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment .vhich includes casuals affecting their interest 
and cnance. Further, as per instructions in Ex,W2 four 
types of wailing lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respc deni/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wau Ms. for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. Those 
car,dates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unaoie to say as to when the wait list Ex. M10 was prepared, 
but. is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based 
on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex. Ml, M3.and M4 respectively. But, when 
Vi v\ 1 nas spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
ieidement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
urde since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non- 
,collision t xcept his bald statement. Further, according to 


MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to thi%*vait list. Further the Hon’ble High Corfrt has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates .While 
the temporary employees were appointed after due process 
of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contended that preparation of Ex.M 10 namely’wait list is 
not ineonformity with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non¬ 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released/published even after the Court 
order in WMPNo.l 1932/91 in W.P.No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under Ex. 
M10 does not carry particulars about the candidates, date 
of initial appointment and the number of days put in by them 
to arrive at their respective seniority. From all these things, 
it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been prepared in violation of 
instructions and ceased to have the credibility attached to 
the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml was not produced at the time 
of conciliation proceedings held during the year 1997-98 
held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the year 2003 
the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. M10 before 
this Tribunal marking it as a confidential document. It is 
further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these petitioners 
were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not been told 
at the time of initial appointment that their appointment 
was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or after the 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees, the 
expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
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was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
‘badlies’ casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal.” 
Learned representative further contended that Ex.M 10 wait 
list has not been prepared in accordance with principle of 
seniority in the legal sense, since the selected candidates 
with longest service should have priority over those who 
joined the service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. 
M10 which has been drawn up is contrary to law and also 
bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in 
accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though 
clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable 
for permanent appointment will be offered appointment 
against existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or 
circle and in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of 
appointment or posting within the prescribed period, he 
will be deemed to have refused it and the name shall stand 
deleted from the respective panel and he shall have no 
further claim for being considered for permanent 
appointment in the bank. The Respondent/Bank has not 
produced any document show how he has arrived at the 
seniority and till date, it is a mystery as to who that senior 
was and there is no documentary evidence in support of 
the averment and also for the averment of M W1. Therefore, 
the termination of the Petitioner who was in regular service 
of the Respondent/Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal 
and the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the terms of settlement on absorption of temporary 
employees. Though the Respondent/Bank has produced 
Ex. M6 which alleged to be a copy of minutes of conciliation 
proceedings dated 9-6-75 before Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) 
settlement nor 12(3) settlement as claimed by the 
Respondent/Bank which says only with regard to 
modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in terms of Ex. M6. 
Though the Respondent/Bank produced Ex. M7 and Mil 
interim orders passed by High Court of Madras in WMP 
No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased to have any 
relevance when the main writ has been disposed of in the 
year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any bearing in 
the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the Respondent/ 
Management has examined two witnesses, the deposition 
of management witnesses during the cross examination 
had become apparent that they have no personal knowledge 
about the settlements which are marked as Ex. Ml to M5. 
Above all, though the Respondent/Bank has referred to 
voluntary retirement scheme, in the Respondent/Bank it 
was implemented only in the year 2001 and it constitutes 


post reference period and hence evidence of Respondent/ 
Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s case. The 
Petitioners have completed the service of 240 days and 
more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months as 
enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the 
benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It is further 
contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though some of 
the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not completed 
240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not taken into 
consideration and not included the Sundays and paid 
holidays as days on which the Petitioners have actually 
worked and hence, they have also completed 240 days in a 
period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on the rulings 
reported in 1985IILU 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
•the Supreme Court has held that “the expression ‘actually 
worked under the employer’ cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc.” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub-staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
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length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the tountry. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 1LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A. P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LU 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
It further held that “there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may he allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LU 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “settlements are divided into two 
categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I.D. Act and 
(ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation proceedings 
under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first category has 
limited application and binds merely parties to it and 
settlement of the second category made with a recognised 
majority union has extended application as it will be binding 
on all workmen of the establishment. Even in case of the 


first category, if the settlement was reached with a 
representative union of which the contesting workmen were 
members and if there was nothing unreasonable or unfair 
in the terms of the settlement, it must be binding on the 
contesting workmen also.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“settlement is arrived at by the free will of the parties and is 
a pointer to there being good will between them. When 
there is a dispute that the settlement is not bona fide in 
nature or that it has been arrived at on account of fraud, 
misrepresentation or concealment of facts or even 
corruption and other inducements, it could be subject matter 
of yet another industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, 
may refer for adjudication after examining the allegations 
as there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner, Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can. be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement, 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILJLAHOTELAND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A SAMBANTI IAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the'Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by hirr 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings, 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992* LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now 
coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary 
employees who have continued for more than a year should 
be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; (b) he 
was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he 
appointed in pursuance of a notification calling for 
applications which means he had entered by a back door; 
(c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post at the time 
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of his appointment (d) his record of service since his 
appointment is not satisfactory. These are the additional 
problems indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from 
giving of such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied 
upon by the High Court justify such wholesale, 
unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the “decision reported 
in 1997II SCC1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still born baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity,” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
V1DYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the l.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
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their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 31XJ (Supp.) 754 wherein the 
Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 25G of 
the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following principle of 
‘last come—first go’ is not mandatory but only directory, 
on sufficient grounds shown, the employer is permitted to 
depart from the said principle retrenching seniors and 
retaining juniors.” Though in this case, the Petitioner has 
alleged that his juniors have been made permanent in 
banking service, he has not established with any evidence 
that his juniors were made permanent by the Respondent/ 
Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before this 
Tribunal that he has worked more days than the Petitioner. 
In such circumstances, the prayer for reinstatement in the 
services of Respondent/Bank cannot be given to the 
Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be dismissed with 
costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it. would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that 4 ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
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Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Article 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud oreven corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 


Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim an7 rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri A. Ramasamy 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri S.Srinivasan 

«► 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 1-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 2004-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 


3625 Gl/07—34 
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Ex. No. Date 
W3 24-4-91 

W4 01-05-91 

W5 20-08-91 

W6 15-03-97 

W7 25-03-97 

W8 Nil 

W9 13-02-84 

W10 17-08-85 

Wll 19-06-95 

W12 Nil 

W13 Nil 

W14 6-3-97 

W15 06-03-97 

W16 0603-97 

W17 17-03-97 

W18 2603-97 


Description 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regar ding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily Wages based on Ex. W4. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending Period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai About filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding indentification of messenger 
vacancies And filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruppur Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued byTiruppur branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruppur Overeas branch. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respodent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters Vol III consolidated 
upto 31-12-95. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—K. Subbuuraj. 

Xerox copy of the letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post-J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the service particulars- 
J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W19 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri. G. Pandi. 

W20 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February. 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W21 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of Madurai Module Circular 
letter about engaging temporary 
employees form the panel of wait list. 

W22 

9-07-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 rgarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W23 

09-7-92 

Xerox copy of the Minutes of the 
Bipartite meting. 

W24 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W25 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W26 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

1607-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

09-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

3007-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in OP. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

1007-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLPNo. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Coimbatore 
Module, 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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7*JT.3?T. 2559.— SlfafWT, 1947 (1947 
epT 14) *rrct 17 ^ *f, m^K aifa 

^ f q ^ n ^ wrhi ^ *»>4^kT 

#3, 3T^f 3 «*U9*I *K+W 3?l^pl^ 

aifa^or, ^ W (tM #§31 39/2004) ^1 y+lfVRl 
^ t, ^ ^?fa HWl ^ 20-8-2007 ^ W<T i;3TT «TT I 

[-R T^I-12012/575/1998-a^ 3TR(^-I)] 
3T3rq <jtrr, 

New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2559.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 39/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Laour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 20-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/575/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 
PRESENT 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 39/2004 

(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 337/99) 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of S ection 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen 

BETWEEN 

Sri C. N. Arulraja : I Party/Petiitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Mamagement 
State Bank of India, 

Zonal Office, Coimbqjore. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s. K. Veefamani, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, \nde 
Order No. L-12012/575/98-IR (B-I) dated 26-03-1999 has 


referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 337/99 an.d issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-cum-Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as I.D. No. 
39/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri A. Ramasamy, wait list No. 450 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored' by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He wa& 
appointed on temporary basis at Tiruchengodur brandh 
The Petitioner was orally informed that his services were 
no more required. The non-employment of the Petitioner 
and others became subject matter before Supreme Court in 
the form of Writ Petition filed by State Bank Employees’ 
Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which was taken up by 
the Supreme Court. The Respondent/Bank, in addition to 
its counter, filed a copy of settlement under section l8(l) 
reached between management of State Bank of India and 
All India State Bank of India Staff Federation and the 
settlement is with regard to absorption of Class IV temporary 
workmen who were denied employment after 1985-86 were 
classified in the settlement was under consideration once 
again and they classified the workmen .under three 
categories namely A, B and C. Though the classification 
was unreasonable, the Respondent/Bank brought to the 
notice of the Petitioner about the interview to be held 
through advertisements. The Petitioner also submitted his 
application in the prescribed format through Branch 
Manager of the Tiruchengodu branch. He was called for 
an interview by a Committee appointed by Respondent/ 
Bank in this regard. But, they have not informed the result 
of interview and also with regard to appointment. But, the 
Petitioner was informed orally to join at the branch where 
he initially worked as a class. IV employee. The Petitioner 
has been working as a temjporary messenger and some 
times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Tiruchengodu branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers w.ho were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
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1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication.’ 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even 
though the settlement speaks about three categories only 
a single wait list has been prepared and the Respondent/ 
Bank has been regularising according to their whims and 
fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not observed the 
instructions regarding grant of increments, leave, medical 
benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which amounts to 
violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationaie. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3; of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bonafide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 450 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Coimbatoare. So far 211 wait listed 
temporary candidates, out of 705 waitlisted temporary 
employees were permanently appointed by Respondent/ 
Bank. It is false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a 
temporary messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in 
leave vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner 
having submitted to selection process in terms of 
settlements drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred 
to above, cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such 
of those temporary employees who were appointed were 
engaged for more number of days and hence, they were 
appointed. Under the settlement, employees were 
categorised as A, B, and C. Considering their temporary 
service and subject to other eligibility criteria, under 
category (A) the temporary employees who were engaged 
for 240 days were to be considered and under category (B) 
the temporary employees who have completed 270 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 36 
calendar months and under category (C) the temporary 
employees who have completed 30 days aggregate 
temporary service in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or 
minimum 70 days aggregate temporary service in any 
continuous block of 36 calendar months were to be 
considered. As per clause 7, the length of temporary service 
was to be considered for seniority in the wait list and it was 
also agreed that wait list was to lapse in December, 1991 
and the cutoff date was extended upto 31-3-1997 for filling 
up vacancies which were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment. The Respondent had implemented the 
voluntary retirement scheme and even the permanent 
vacancies stand substantially reduced. There were no 
regular vacancies available. The peculiar problem was due 
to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary employees 
were working in leave vacancies and not in regular 
permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid settlements, 
out of 705 wait listed candidates, 211 temporary employees 
were appointed and since the Petitioner was wait listed at 
579 he was not appointed. The said settlements were 
bonafide which were the only workable solution and is 
binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped from 
questioning the settlements directly o* indirectly and his 
claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
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permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of 
daily wages was not finalized and hence not published and 
there is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has 
no claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with 
costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated all the 
settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of India 
Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act and 
not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 450 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers. In the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (civil) 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly entered 
into a settlement on the issue of absorbtion of temporary 
employees and filed it before the Supreme Court at the time 
of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This settlement has 
become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank and has been 
marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case and the 
Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this settlement 
as it is-not binding on them on the ground that they have 
been interviewed and selected in the permanent vacancy 
and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or notice 
denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
farther prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under Section 
18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation and the 
Respondent/Management. They further contended that 
though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the Petitioner 
has not worked for more than 240 days in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and was not in continuous 
service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of strict 
instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V—A of 
the l.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
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the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SAT YAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-Aof 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.Ml and the 
averments of M W1 and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a rawdeal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first 
go’ or ‘first come—last go’ and therefore, the categorization 
in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1(a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
Therefore, these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.MlO were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.MlO was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court Order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 


MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Courtier Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hpji’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates 
.While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contended that preparation of Ex.M 10 namely wait list is 
not'inconformity with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non- 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released/published even after the Court 
order in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P.No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in The Hindu dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under Ex. 
M10 does not carry particulars about the candidates date 
of initial appointment and the number of days put in by 
them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all these 
things, it is clear that Ex. M10 has been prepared in violation 
of instructions and ceased to have the credibility attached 
to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml was not produced at the 
time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list 
Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking it as confidential 
document. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
that though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
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was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I. D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
'badlies casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is 
illegal . ” Learned representative further contended that 
Ex.M 10 wait list has not been prepared in accordance with 
principle of seniority in the legal sense, since the selected 
candidates with longest service should have priority over 
those who joined the service letter and therefore, the wait 
list under Ex. M10 which has been drawn up is contrary to 
law and also bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has 
not acted in accordance with the law and the spirit of the 
settlement, but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though 
clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable 
for permanent appointment will be offered appointment 
against existing/fiiture vacancy anywhere in module or 
circle and in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of 
appointment or posting within the prescribed period, he 
will be deemed to have refused it and the name shall stand 
deleted from the respective panel and he shall have no 
further claim for being considered for permanent 
appointment in the bank. The Respondent/Bank has not 
produced any document show how he has arrived at the 
seniority and till date, it is a mystery as to who that senior 
was and there is no documentary evidence in support of 
the averment and also for the averment of MW1. Therefore, 
the termination of the Petitioner who was in regular service 
of the Respondent/Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal 
and the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the terms of settlement on absorption of temporary 
employees. Though the Respondent/Bank has produced 
Ex. M6 which alleged to be a copy of minutes of conciliation 
proceedings dated 9-6-75 before Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) 
settlement nor 12(3) settlement as claimed by the 
Respondent/Bank which says only with regard to 
modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in terms of Ex. M6. 
Though the Respondent/Bank produced Ex. M7 and Mil 
interim orders passed by High Court of Madras in WMP 
No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased to have any 
relevance when the main writ has been disposed of in the 
year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any bearing in 
the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the Respondent/ 
Management has examined two witnesses, the deposition 
of management witnesses during the cross examination 
had become apparent that they have no personal knowledge 
about the settlements which are marked as Ex. Ml to M5. 
Above all, though the Respondent/Bank has referred to 
voluntary retirement scheme, in the Respondent/Bank it 
was implemented only in the year 2001 and it constitutes 


post reference period and hence evidence of Respondent/ 
Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s case. The 
Petitioners have completed the service of 240 days and 
more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months as 
enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the 
benefits under the provisions of LD. Act. It is further 
contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though some of 
the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not completed 
240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not taken into 
consideration and not included the Sundays and paid 
holidays as days on which the Petitioners have actually 
worked and hence, they have also completed 240 days in a 
period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on the rulings 
reported in 1985 IILU 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held tha the expression 'actually 
worked under the employer' cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc.” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Section 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
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length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the setOement is binding 
on the workmen Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment , 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the conciliation officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 I LU 308 
K.C.P. LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are 
divided into two categories namely (i) those arrived at 
outside the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) 
of the l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 


of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469NATIONALENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that " settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation Of 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, may refer 
for adjudication after examining the allegations as there 
is an underlying assumption that the settlement reached 
with the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated^ 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLAHOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
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again.” It further held that ”the Tribunal should look 
into the pleading and find out the exact nature ofpleading 
of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute 
instead of refusing to answer the reference on merits. ” 
Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power to go 
into the question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated 
in service or not for which he relied on the rulings reported 
in 1998LAB JC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL &ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties. ” 
He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a 
technical manner or a pedantic manner, but should 
consider the order of reference in a fair and reasonable 
manner. ” He also argued that in Express Newspapers 
P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court 
v has held that “the Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider 
all incidental matters also and the order of reference 
should not be construed in the manner which would 
prolong the industrial adjudication. The Labour Court is 
expected to decide the real nature of disputes between 
the parties and with that object in view, it should consider 
the order of reference in a fair and reasonable manner, 
though the order of reference is not happily framed nor 
was it framed to the high expectation of the Labour Court. ” 
Relying on all these decisions, the representative for the 
Petitioner argued that though in the reference, it is not 
mentioned that whether the retrenchment is valid or not, 
from the pleadings it is clear that the Petitioners have been 
retrenched from the Respondent/Bank and therefore, this 
Tribunal can look into the pleadings of the Petitioners and 
can decide whether the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated 
in service as alleged by him and whether he is entitled to 
the back wages as alleged by him. Therefore, the argument 
advanced on the side of the Respondent that it is beyond 
the scope of reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings, 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VUEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 


in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, priming of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory. ” He further relied on the rulings reported 
in 1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for 
one year only and that inclusion of their names in the 
panel was not to confer on them any right to seek 
permanent appointment in the services of the bank. 
Considering the object with which the panel was prepared 
and the fact that it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, 
we are of the opinion that the Respondents did not get 
any right because of inclusion of their names In the said 
panel for permanent absorption in the services of the bank. 
Whatever conditional right they had come to an end with 
the expiry of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as 
contained in the W.P. was thus, misconceived and 
therefore, the learned Single Judge and the Division 
Bench, when it first decided the appeal were right in 
dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal respectively. ” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 
SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF INDIA wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “candidates included in 
merit list has no indefeasible right to appointment even if 
a vacancy exists ” and relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that since the 
Petitioner has no right to question the wait list and since 
there is no mala fide on the part of the Respondent/Bank in 
preparing the wait list, it cannot be said that preparation of 
wait list was made with mala fide motive. Under such 
circumstances, after the expiry of the date namely 31-3-1997, 
the Petitioner cannot plead for restoration of the wait list 
and he cannot pray for reinstatement as alleged by him. 
Further, he relied on the rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 
2168 STATE OF HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“now coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc 
temporary employees who have continued for more than 
a year should be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain 
it. The direction has been given without reference to the 
existence of a vacancy. The direction in effect means that 
every ad-hoc!temporary employee who has been continued 
for one year should be regularised even though (a) no 
vacancy is available for him which means creation of a 
vacancy; (b) he was not sponsored by Employment 
Exchange nor was he appointed in pursuance of a 
notification calling for applications which means he had 
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entered by a back door; (c) he was not eligible and 
qualified for the post at the time of his appointment (d) 
his record of service since his appointment is not 
satisfactory. These are the additional problems indicated 
by us in para 12 which would arise from giving of such 
blanket orders. None of the decisions relied upon by the 
High Court justify such wholesale, unconditional orders. 
Moreover, from the mere continuation of an ad-hoc 
employee for one year, it cannot be presumed that there is 
need for regular post. Such a presumption may be justified 
only when such continuance extends to several years. 
Further, there can be no rule of thumb in such matters. 
Conditions and circumstances of one unit may not be the 
same as of the other. Just because in one case, a direction 
was given to regularise employees who have put in one 
year's service as far as possible and subject to fulfilling 
the*qualifications, it cannot be held that in each and 
every case, such a direction must follow irrespective of 
and without taking into account the other relevant 
circumstances and considerations. The relief must be 
moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the 
impugned directions must be held to be totally untenable 
and unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the “decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in 
an irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an 
available vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if 
the initial entry itself is unauthorised and is not against 
any sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the 
incumbent on such a non-existing vacancy would never 
survive for consideration and even if such purported 
regularisation or confirmation is given, it would be an 
exercise in futility. It would amount to decorating a still 
born baby. Under these circumstances, there was no 
occasion to regularise them or to give them valid 
confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming these 
employees, therefore, remained a nullity. ” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondenl/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ^RS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under 
these circumstances, their disengagement from service 
cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. 


Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be 
stretched to such an extent as to cover these employees. 
Sthce they are only daily wage employees and have no 
right to the posts, their disengagement is not arbitrary. ” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ 
(Supp.) 754 wherein the Rajasthan High Court has held 
that “Under Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment 
procedure following principle of ‘last come—first go * is 
not mandatory but only directory, on sufficient grounds 
shown, the employer is permitted to depart from the said 
principle retrenching seniors and retaining juniors. ” 
Though in this case, the Petitioner has alleged that his 
juniors have been made permanent in banking service, he 
has not established with any evidence that his juniors were 
made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any how, if the 
Petitioner has shown anything, the Respondent/Bank is 
ready to establish the fact before this Tribunal that he has 
worked more days than the Petitioner. In such 
circumstances, the prayer for reinstatement in the services 
of Respondent/Bank cannpt be given to the Petitioner and, 
therefore, the claim is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. .Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, 
the Supreme Court has held that merely because a 
temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a 
due process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It 
is not open to the Court to prevent regular recruitment at 
the instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end or of ad-hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right. ” Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, 
the person who accepts an engagement either temporary 
or casual in nature is not aware of his employment. He 
accepts the employment with open eyes. It may be true 
that he is not in a position to bargain not at arms length 
since he might have been searching for some employment 
so as to eke out his livelihood and accepts whatever he 
gets. But on that ground alone, it would not be appropriate 
to jettison the constitutional scheme of appointment, 
perpetuate illegalities and to take the view that a person 
who has temporarily or casually got employed should be 
directed to be continued permanently. By doing so, it will 
be creating another mode of public appointment which is 
not permissible. ” Further, the Supreme Court while laying 
down the law, has clearly held that "unless the 
appointment is in terms of the relevant rules and after a 
proper competition among qualified persons, the same 

would not confer any right on the appointee . It has to 

be clarified that merely because a temporary employee or 
a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance, if’the original 
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appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. ” Further, in CDJ 
2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS LTD. AND 
OTHERS to. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the Supreme Court 
has held that “regularisation furthermore, is not a mode 
of appointment and if appointment is made without 
following the rules, the same being a nullity, the question 
of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry of 
purported period of probation would not arise. ” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Article 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law. ” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme 
Court also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore. ” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 


settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this- 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. • 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 

Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. No 
Costs. 1 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 3ist January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri N. Arul Raja 

* WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri S.Srinivasan 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 1-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines Issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml 

W3 24-4-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily Wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending Period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up to 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding indentification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do massengerial work. 

W9 08-08-88 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchengodu Branch. 

W10 Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respodent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
care & service conditions. 

Wll Nil Xerox copy of the Reference book on 

Staff matters Vol III consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 


W12 

W13 

W14 

W15 

W16 

W17 


06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan 

06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj 

06-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugam 

17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars- 
J. Velmurugan 

2603-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi 

31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri. G. Pandi 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W18 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T, Sekar 
for the month of February. 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle 

W19 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of Madurai Module Circular 
letter about. Engaging temporary 
employees form the panel of wait list 

W20 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circulasr 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W21 

0907-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W22 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 


Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W23 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 

about conversion of part time employees 
' and redesignate them as general 

attendants. 

W24 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. . 


For the Respondent/Manage ment:— 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

0901-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

3007-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

2805-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

1505-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

1007-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Coimbatore 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 


No. 1893/99. 
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W.3ff. 2560.—3?l£ltfwf^3ffaf^m, 1947 (1947 
14) riRT l7^3^^4,^^'R^R'?^t5F3tfqr 

tfr&n ^ fa4U«*T 3fk ^p£ ^pfetf ^ 

41 "4,allsilPi'h w«hK 3^uilPi«h 

arf^FT, ^ W (*M TOIT 20/2004) ^ y^lf^ld 
wl i, ^ft ^ 20-8-2007 ^ TTRT ^3T1 *TT I 

[tf. R?T-12012/297/1998-3^3lRC#-I)] 
STjRT opiR, ^R> 3jfri4>l(l 

New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2560. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 20/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Hank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 20-8-2007. 

[No. L-l2012/297/1998-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE * 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 
PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 20/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 38/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudiation under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri N. Mariyappan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Region-I, 

Coimbatore. 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s. K. S. Siindar, Advocates 
AWARD 

1. The Central Government M inistry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/297/98-IR (B-I) dated 2-2-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 38/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 20/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri M. Kamaraj, wait list No. 320 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Bhavani Main branch 
from September, 1982. During 1985-86, the Petitioner was 
orally informed that his services were no. more required. 
The non-employment of the Petitioner and others became 
subject matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ 
Petition filed by State Bank Employees ’ Union in Writ 
Petition No. 542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme 
Court. The Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, 
filed a copy of settlement under Section 18(1) reached 
between management of State Bank of India and All India 
State Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is 
with regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen 
who were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified 
in the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of Bhavani 
Main Branch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IV employee. From the year 1982, the Petitioner has 
been working as a temporary messenger and sometimes 
performing work in other branches also. While working as 
such, another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was 
made regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working at Bhavani Main Branch, the Manager of the 
branch informed the Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his 
services are not required any more and he need not attend 
the office from 1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute 
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with regard to his non-employment. Since the conciliation 
ended in failure, the matter was referred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, 
the reference framed did not satisfy the grievance of the 
Petitioner, he has made a fresh representation to Govt, to 
reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested the 
Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service as 
obtained prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in 
due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an 
unreasonable stand that the service and the number of 
days worked by Petitioner were treated as of no 
consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, it 
engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after the 
settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by 
which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repupiant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the respondent/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationale. 
Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant 
relief of regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all 
attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-07-1988,07-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 243 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Coimbatore. So far 211 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 705 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number ofdays and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended upto 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 705 wait listed candidates, 211 
temporary employees were appointed and since the 
Petitioner was Wait listed at 243, he was not appointed. The 
said settlements were bona fide which were the only 
workable solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlements 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Further, the said settlements were not questioned by any 
union so far and the settlements of bank level settlements 
and operated throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/ 
Bank and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such 
plea. It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, /or all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 320 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified? ” 


(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Poinf No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter waspending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same* guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
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Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25 F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come—last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex. W2 four types 
of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the Respondent/ 
Bank has alleged to have prepared only one wait list for 
each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those candidates 
under Ex.MlO were found suitable for appointment as 
messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is unable to say as 
to when the wait list Ex.MlO was prepared, but it is 
mentioned in Ex.MlO that it was prepared based on the 
settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 


inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
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engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies ’ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be-offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. MI to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 


and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 240 
days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the benefits 
under the provisions of I.D. Act. It is fbrther contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though some of the Petitioners 
in the connected I.Ds have not completed 240 days, since 
the Respondent/Bank has not taken into consideration and 
not included the Sundays and paid holidays as days on 
which the Petitioners have actually worked and hence, they 
have also completed 240 days in a period of 12 calendar 
months. He also relied on the rulings reported in 1985 II 
LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION Vs. 
MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that the expression ‘actually 
worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub-staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise a* all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
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the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned dow'n in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 ILLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement witli the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1 189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS VS. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance'of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. " It further held that “ there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 


application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 
settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
vv£W nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, may refer 
for adjudication after examining the allegations as there 
is an underlying assumption that the settlement reached 
with the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JIL1A HOTEL AND SHOPWORKERS UNION 
Vi. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, ii has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
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workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and I find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to i find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
I ABIC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTR1AI. TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the Madhya 
Pradesh High Co urt has held that “the Tribunal cannot go 
behind the terms of reference, but that does not mean that 
it cannot look intc) the pleadings of parties.” He also relied 
on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAM BANTUS >N IA. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to considei: the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedant ic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fa il * and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Ne wspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Su preme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to c onsider all incidental matters also and 
the order of refere nee should not be construed in the 
manner which woul d prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider th e order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, tl lough the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was > it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not men ti oned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not. from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have beer i retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, thi s Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstall ed in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argur nent advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substano e. 

13. I find som e force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the 5 Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement w as validly entered into 
between the Respondet u/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by an y of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitic mer is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14 Then the leai med counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since tht; Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the w'ait lis t and the time of w'ait list has been 
exhausted, now the Pe titioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in s ervice and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SC(2 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. VUEE SB wherein the Supreme Court has 


held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right, of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view' of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that ‘ ‘in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. V4 SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it w'as a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the w'ait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made w ith mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now' coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, w'e find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employe? who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
w'as he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
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for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997 IISCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS VA 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and voiji is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 


such an extent as to cover these employees..Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 75‘4 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors. Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aw are of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, hasrlearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
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process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also fo^appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 Find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 


settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hende, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, 1 find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, 1 find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2; 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. No 
Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri N. Mariappan 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW 1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri S.Srinivasan 
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Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messnger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instructions in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 08-10-83 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Bhavani Branch. 

W10 14-10-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Bhavani Branch. 

Wll Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
care and service conditions. 

W12 Nil Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 

book on Staff maters upto 31-12-95. 

W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 


W16 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan. 

W17 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part timeMennial—G. Pandi. 

W18 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W19 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W23 

09-07-92 

Xerdx copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W 25 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-7-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

9-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-5-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-5-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-7-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Coimbatore 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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20-08-2007 ^ ‘STFcl ^3TT «1T I 

[tf. T(cT-12012/417/1998~3TT^3TR('4t~I) ] 
3T3FT fTFR, ^FT 3lfeKt 
New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 
S.O. 2561.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 136/ 
2004) of the Central Government. Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 20-08- 2007. 

[No. L-12012/41 11 1998-ER (B-I)l 
AJAY KUMAR. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-Cl M-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 136/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 134/99) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjud ication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen.) 

BETWEEN 

Shri. A. Sadasivam ■ : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapaili. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram. 

Authorised Representative 
For the Management : M/s. K. S. Sundar, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-12012/417/98-IR (B-I) dated 11 -02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 134/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 


their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT cum-Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as I. D. 
No. 136/2001. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

‘‘Whether the demand' of the workman 
Shri A. Sadasivam wait list No. 577 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows :— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Kattumannar Koil branch 
from 11-01-1982. The Petitioner was orally informed that 
his services were no more required. The non-employment 
of the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition Filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Kattumannar Koil branch. He was called for an interview 
by a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this 
regard. But, they have not informed the result of interview 
and also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner 
was informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 11-01-1982, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
sometimes performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Kattumannar Koil branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1 -4-1997. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure. 
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the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Government to 
reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested the 
Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service as 
obtained prior to 31-3-1997 and to regularise him in service 
in due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an 
unreasonable stand that the service and the number of 
days worked by Petitioner were treated as of no 
consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, it 
engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after the 
settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by 
which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent's action in not absorhing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the Respondent/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationale. 
Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant 
relief of regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all 
attendant benefits. 

4. As againsi this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Government 
for adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-1987,16-7-1988,7-10-1988,9-1 -1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 577 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as 
A, B and C. Considering their temporary service and subject 
to other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category(B) the temporary employees 
who have completed 270 days aggregate temporary service 
in any continuous block of 36 calendar months and under 
category(C) the temporary employees who have completed 

30 days aggregate temporary service in any calendar year 
after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 (Jays aggregate temporary 
service in any continuous block of 36 calendar months 
were to be considered. As per clause 7, the length of 
temporary service was to be considered for seniority in the 
wait list and it was also agreed that wait list was to lapse in 
December, 1991 and the.cut off date was extended up to 

31 -3-1997 for filling up vacancies which were to arise upto 
31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid and enforceable 
right for appointment. The Respondent had implemented 
the voluntary retirement scheme and even the permanent 
vacancies stand substantially reduced. There were no 
regular vacancies available. The peculiar problem was due 
to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary employees 
were working in leave vacancies and not in regular 
permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid settlements, 
out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary employees 
were appointed and since the Petitioner was wait listed at 
577 he was not appointed. The said settlements were bona 
fide which were the only workable solution and is binding 
on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped from 
questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and his 
claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner w^s verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
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permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of 
daily wages was not finalized and hence not published and 
there is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has 
no claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with 
costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
T)f the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be paSsed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated that all 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18( 1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are: — 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 577 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 


(ii) ‘To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 
Point No. 1: * 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored’ 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respbndent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under Section 
18( 1) entered into between the alleged Federation and the 
Respondent/Management. They further contended that 
though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the Petitioner 
has not worked for more than 240 days in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and was not in continuous 
service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of strict 
instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 
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applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the I.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex. Ml and the 
averments of MW 1 and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause I of Ex. Ml 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first 
go’ or ‘first come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization 
in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex. Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
Therefore, these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.MlO were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers, Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex. MJ 0 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based 
on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex. ML M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW I has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 


circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so-called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7*99 in W.P. No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW l and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex. MIOcomprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contended that preparation of Ex.MlO namely Whit list is 
not inconformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non¬ 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was released/published even after the Court 
order in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the candidates 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all 
these things, tt is clear that Ex. M10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex, Ml was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. 
M10 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential 
document. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
that though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
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been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H. D. SINGH Vj. 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “to employ workmen as 
‘badlies’, casuals or temporaries and to continue them as 
such for many years with the object of depriving them of 
the status and privileges of permanent workmen is illegal.” 
Learned representative further contended that Ex. M10 wait 
list has not been prepared in accordance with principle of 
seniority in the legal sense, since the selected candidates 
with longest service should have priority over those who 
joined the service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. 
M10 which has been drawn up is contrary to law and also 
bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in 
accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though clause 
2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable for 
permanent appointment will beoffered appointment against 
existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and 
in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment 
or posting within the prescribed period, he will be deemed 
to have refused it and the name shall stand deleted from 
the respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary e vidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Mil interim orders passed by HighCourt of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No.7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross 
examination had become apparent that they have no 


personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemei\ted only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Section 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc”. It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
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Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED 
GLASS INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
A.P. AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
conciliation officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
It further held that “there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘settlements are divided into 
two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 


I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation 
proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement of the first 
category has limited application and binds merely parties 
to it and settlement of the second category made with a 
recognised majority union has extended application as it 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment. Even 
in case of the first category, if the settlement was reached 
with a representative union of which the contesting 
workmen were members and if there was nothing 
unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the settlement, it 
must be binding on the contesting workmen also.” He 
further relied oh the. rulings reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 
NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Fs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bonafide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that (hey are not parties to the settlement, since the 
federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner ^the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS 
UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein 
the Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of 
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reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a 
reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material before it, it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some 
technical defects in the wording of reference, subjecting 
the poor workman to hardship involved in moving the 
machinery again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should 
look into the pleading and find out the exact nature of 
pleading of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of 
dispute instead of refusing to answer the reference on 
merits.” Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power 
to go into the question whether the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated in service or not for which he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1998 LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN 
ORIENT PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & 
ORS. wherein the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held 
that “the Tribunal cannot go behind the terms of reference, 
but that does not mean that it cannot look into the pleadings 
of parties.” He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1507 A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING 
OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has 
been held that “it has been repeatedly held that the Labour 
Court should not attempt to consider the order under 
reference in a technical manner or a pedantic manner, but 
should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner." He also argued that in Express 
Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the 
Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal has jurisdiction 
to consider all incidental matters also and the order of 
reference should not be construed in the manner which 
would prolong the industrial adjudication. The Labour Court 
is expected to decide the real nature of disputes between 
the parties and with that object in view, it should consider 
the order of reference in a fair and reasonable manner, 
though the order of reference is not happily framed nor 
was it framed to the high expectation of the Labour Court.” 
Relying on all these decisions, the representative for the 
Petitioner argued that though in the reference, it is not 
mentioned that whether the retrenchment is valid or not, 
from the pleadings it is clear that the Petitioners have been 
retrenched from the Respondent/Bank and therefore, this 
Tribunal can look into the pleadings of the Petitioners and 
can decide whether the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated 
in service as alleged by him and whether he is entitled to 
the back wages as alleged by him. Therefore, the argument 
advanced on the side of the Respondent that it is beyond 
the scope of reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel fcfr the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 


been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VDEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Government service in 
an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in vie w of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. V*. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala 
fide motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of 
the date namely 31 -3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
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vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though: (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; (b) he 
was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor was he 
appointed in pursuance of a notification calling for 
applications which means he had entered by a back door; 
(c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post at the time 
of his appointment; (d) his record of service since his 
appointment is not satisfactory. These are the additional 
problems indicated by us in para 12 which would arise from 
giving of such blanket orders. None of the decisions relied 
upon by the High Court justify such wholesale, 
unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
humb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997 IISCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full 
Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
reguiarisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
'’So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or reguiarisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported reguiarisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still born baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity ' 1 Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 


reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDVARTHI & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein the 
Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 25G of 
the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following principle of 
‘last come-first go’ is not mandatory but only directory, on 
sufficient grounds shown, the employer is permitted to 
depart from the said principle retrenching seniors and 
retaining juniors.” Though in this case, the Petitioner has 
alleged that his juniors have been made permanent in 
banking service, he+ias not established with any evidence 
that his juniors were made permanent by the Respondent/ 
Bank. Any how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before this 
Tribunal that he has worked more days than the Petitioner. 
In such circumstances, the prayer for reinstatement in the 
services of Respondent/Bank cannot be given to the 
Petitioner and, therefore, the claim is to be dismissed with 
costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service*)r made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment w'hich is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 
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appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 National Fertilizers Ltd. and 
Others Vs. Somvir Singh, wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “regularisation furthermore, is not a mode of 
appointment and if appointment is made without following 
the rules, the same being a nullity, the question of 
confirmation of an employee upon the expiry of purported 
period of probation would not arise.” Further, in CDJ 2006 
SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR Vj. 
SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that “it 
is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days of 
service by that itself would not confer any legal right upon 
him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court also 
held that “the changes brought about by the subsequent 
decisions of this court probably having regard to the 
changes in the policy decisions of the Government in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim Statement, 
the Petitioners have made so many allegations with regard 
to preparation of w ait list and also settlements entered into 


between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, at the time 
of reference, they have not questioned the settlement nor 
the number allotted to each individual in the wait list. 
Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the settlement 
and they have not alleged that settlement was not a bona 
fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account of mala 
fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or other 
inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. No 
Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected arid pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri A. Sadasivam 

WW2 Sri.V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 
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Documents Marked:— 


Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 1-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-T88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 


W3 24-4-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 1-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 


W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-3-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 

Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-3-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 


W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 


W9 19-10-82 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kattumannarkoil branch. 

W10 Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
care & service conditions. 

Wll Nil Xerox copy of the Reference book on 

Staff matters Vol. Ill consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 


W12 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messengar post—V. Muralikannan. 

W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messengar 
post—K. Subburaj 

W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan 


W15 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the serv ice particulars— 

J. Velmurugan 

W16 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 


W17 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi 

W18 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W19 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W20 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Offiice circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W21 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W22 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W23 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W24 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

09-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No.7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in 
O. P. No. 2787/97 of High Court of 
Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 


No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2562.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 25/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 20-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/268/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 25/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 73/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudiation under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 


Sri S. Velusamy 


BETWEEN 


AND 


I Party/Petitioner 


The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Zonal Office. 

Coimbatore. 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : Sri V.S.Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s. K. S. Siindar, Advocates 
AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/268/98-IR (B-I) dated 5-2-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 73/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 25/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri S. Velusamy, wait list No. 252 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in thq 
' establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claifri 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Thennambalayam APB 
branch from 23-05-85. During 1985-86, the Petitioner was 
orally informed that his services were no more required. 
The non-employment of the Petitioner and others became 
subject matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ 
Petition filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ 
Petition No. 542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme 
Court. The Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, 
filed a copy of settlement under Section 18(1) reached 
between management of State Bank of India and All India 
State Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is 
with regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen 
who were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified 
in the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitione’r also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Thennambalayam branch. He was called for an interview 
by a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this 
regard. But, they have not informed the result of interview 
and also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner 
was informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. The petitioner has been 
working as a temporary messenger and some times 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temporary basis inThennambalayam branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services are not 
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6856 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 8,2007/BHADRA 17,1929 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who arc claiming permanent absorption and 


when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-7-1988,7-10-1988,9-1-1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject-matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 252 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Coimbatore. So far 211 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 705 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 705 wait listed candidates, 
211 temporary employees were appointed and since the 
Petitioner was wait listed at 252, he was not appointed. The 
said settlements were bona fide which were the only 
workable solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlements 
directly or indirectly and his claim is-liable to be rejected. 
Further, the said settlements were not questioned by any 
union so far and the settlements of bank level settlements 
and operated throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/ 
Bank and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such 
plea. It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
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It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
Employment Exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Responcjent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that sill the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the IRespondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
falsti to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of th e Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
co moderation are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 

List No. 252 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 


justified?” 

(ii) ‘To what relief th e Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial di sputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelineS/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11 -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
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Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.M 1 and the averments of MW 1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—First go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex. Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have not 
been informed about this amendment which includes casuals 
affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per instructions 
in Ex. W2 four types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only 
one wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. 
Those candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW I is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex. M10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW 1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 


produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW 1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wnggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
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of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I D. Act, 1947. 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within^the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Managem^it has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 


Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Section 25 B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as .days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Section 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
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are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LI J 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the w-orkmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS w herein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary’ law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. Blit, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971LU 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND QTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 


category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bonafide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation of 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable ." Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be*said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “ merewording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
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defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that "the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein 
the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vi. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 


OTHERS Vs. K. V. VDEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that ‘ ‘the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that ‘ ‘in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively .” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 



6862 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 8,2007/BHADRA 17,1929 


was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997IISCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself w'as illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy w'hich is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act The 


concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied,on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors. “Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees w'ho by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if. the person w'ho 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain —-not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
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the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, inCDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law. ” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, *in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in,regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondenf/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before die labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 


at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. No 
Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007.) 

K. IAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri S. Velusamy 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri S. Srinivasan 
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Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 

Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messnger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 30-04-86 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Thennambayalam Branch. 

W10 Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

WI1 Nfl Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 

book on Staff maters upto 31-12-95. 

W12 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 

W15 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars— 

J. Velmurugan. 


W16 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W17 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W18 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W19 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W20 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messeinger staff. 

W21 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W22 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W23 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W24 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporafy 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-7-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

' 30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

9-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-5-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-5-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-7-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Coimbatore 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 


No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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[TO U T?^-12012/422/1998-37^(^-1)] 
3R1 <JHR, "itt 37fm^Tf) 

New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2563.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 135/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 20-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/422/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 135/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGI D No. 133/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri P. Manohar : 1 Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Region-l, 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s. K.S. Sundar, Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/422/98-IR (B-I) dated 11-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 133/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for. 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
l.D.No. 135/2004, 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri P. Manohar, wait list No. 287 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank, of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis af Srirangam branch from 
14-09-1984. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Srirangam 
branch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IV employee. From 14-09-1984, the Petitioner has been 
working as a temporary messenger and some time 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temporary basis in Srirangam branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31 3-1997 that his services are uat 
required any more and he need not attend the office fr , 
1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regar i * 
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his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure 
the matter was refenred to this Tribunal for adjudication’ 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the l.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with ail attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-1987,1W)7-1988,07-10-1988,9-1 -1991 and 30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
°f I D- Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 287 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner Having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
m any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and'the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 
212 temporary employees were appointed and since the 
Petitioner was wait listed at 287, he was not appointed. 
The said settlements were bona fide which were the only 
workable solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlements 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Further, the said settlements were not questioned by any 
union so far and the settlements of bank level settlements 
and operated throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/ 
Bank and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such 
plea. It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 

It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 




1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was riot finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner's he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank witji the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18( 1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

CD “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 

List No. 287 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition, This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines cany the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued l>y the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. MI deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex. Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment' 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have 
not been informed about this amendment which includes 
casuals affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 four types of waiting lists have to be 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 
in this case. Those candidates under Ex.MlO were found 
suitable for appointment as messengers and sweepers. 
Even MW 1 is unable to say as to when the wait list Ex. 
M10 was prepared, but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it 
was prepared based on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 
27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and 
M4 respectively. But, when MWI has spoken about the 
settlements, he deposed that settlement dated 27-10-88 was 
not included in die Madras circle since the High Court 
order is there, but he has not produced any document in 
support of the so called non-inclusion except his bald 
statement. Further, according to MWI wait list under Ex. 


M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but there is no pleading in the 
Counter Statement with regard to this wait list. Further the 
Hon’ble High Court has held in its order dated 23-7-99 in 
W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is marked as an exhibit, in 
which it is stated that ‘it is clear Jhat the 1987 settlement 
was concerned with the temporaiy class IV employees who 
were paid scale wages as per Bipartite Settlement while the 
1988 settlement dealt with daily wager in Class IV category 
who were paid wages daily on mutual agreement basis. In 
such circumstances, as rightly contended the Respondent 
are not justified and combined the list of candidates covered 
under 1987 settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed 
two distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat 
one class and their action undoubtedly amounts to 
violation of Article 14 of Constitution of India. 5 Further, 
the averment of MWI and the statements in Counter 
Statement are contrary to the above and it is nothing but a 
desperate attemptto wriggle out the illegality committed or 
perpetrated by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals 
with unequals. It is further contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that as per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex. 
M10 comparises of both messengerial and non- 
messengerial candidates. While the temporary employees 
were appointed after due process of selection and were 
paid wages on the basis of industrywise settlement, it is 
not so in the case of casuals. Therefore, both belongs to 
two different and distinct categories. But, Ex. M3 provides 
for the same norms to the casuals as in the case of temporary 
employees in the matter of absorption. Therefore, it is violative 
of Articles 14 & 16 of Constitution of India. Therefore, the 
Petitioner contended that preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait 
list is not inconformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 and 
non-preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per instructions 
in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected vacancies for the period 
from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, no wait list was released / 
published even after the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 
W.P. No. 7872/91 directing the Respondent/Bank to release 
the list of successful candidates pursuant to the first 
advertisement published in ‘The Hindu 5 dated 1-8-88. 
Furthermore, wait list under Ex.MlO does not carry 
particulars about the candidates, date of initial appointment 
and the number of days put in by them to arrive at their 
respective seniority. From all these things, it is clear that 
Ex. M 10 has been prepared in violation of instructions 
and ceased to have the credibility attached to the wait list. 
Above all. Ex. Ml was not produced at the time of 
conciliation proceedings held during the year 1997-98 held 
at Chennai and Madurai and only during the year 2003 the 
Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. M10 before 
this Tribunal marking it as a confidential document. It is 
further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these petitioners 
were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not been told at 
the time of initial appointment that their appointment was 
in leave vacancy. Further, even before or after the settlement 
on absorption of temporary employees, the expression that 
they were engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device 
to take them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. 
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Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/ 
Bank is continuous and though the Petitioner has performed 
the duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies \ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service lata- and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it, Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked Under the employer ' cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theire, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
"therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that "there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
jides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in ihe 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section-18(1) of the 
I D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that ”, settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Governemnt may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all ttfese decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “ mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “ the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6SCC584 SYNDICATE BANK&ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object-w ith 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W,P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PLARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997IISCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts, 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not againsi any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts. 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in 
this case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have 
been made, permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison .the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by follow ing a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 


settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, 1 find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back w'ages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, 1 find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri P. Manoharan 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 
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Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

WI 014)8-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondenl/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M i. 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending peiiod of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messnger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to ai! Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

\V8 Nil Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

\Y9 Ni: Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Srirangain Branch 

WiO Nil Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Srirangam Branch. 

vVU Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
care & service conditions. 

vV ’ 2 Nil Xerox copy of the Vol. 111 of Reference 

book en Staff maters Vol. Ill 
consolidated upto 31-12-95. 

W J ’ 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

w;4 0 ^- 03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

-V-3 U6-03 9? Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan 


W16 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan. 

W17 

264)3-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advisting 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W18 

314)3-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W19 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 

134)2-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary' 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W23 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-7-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement, 

M5 

304)7-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

94)6-95 

Xerox copy ofthe minutes ofconciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-5-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-5-98 

Xerox copy of the order in OP. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-7-99 

Xerox copy ofthe order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 


No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A, 
No. 1893/99. 


[*rm ii—3(ii)] 


"WS ^7 : fitdWt 8, 2007/^ 17, 1929 


6875 


20 wm, 2007 

W.37T. 2564. —3^1+ P44K 1947 (1947 
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^ PkA*W» 7 sfrc 4»4 «rY ^ 

#5, 3rpW 3? > ^P l «6 f5|b»4 ^ W*K 3?hujRl4> 

3tf*PFT4/?R ^ W (tMtTCsRT 145/2004) 

^ y+'lRia wt t, TTPFR 20-8-2004 ^ W<T 

f 31T «JJ I 

[U -^-12012/425/1998-3^ 3TR (^t-l)] 
3T3R ^XTR, 3TfTOft 
New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2564. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 145/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Laour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 20-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/425/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 145/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGID No. 153/99) 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri G. Mathivanan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s. K.S. Sundar, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-12012/425/98-lR (B-I) dated 11-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 


Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 153/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-cum-Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal 
for adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 

l.D. No. 145/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri G. Mathivanan, wait list No. 484 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary' basis at Lalgudi branch from 
10-03-1988. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Lalgudi 
branch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IV employee. From 10-3-1988 the Petitioner has been 
working as a temporary messenger and some times 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temporary basis in Rock Fort city branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
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his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even 
though the settlement speaks about three categories only 
a single w'ait list has been prepared and the Respondent/ 
Bank has been regularising according to their whims and 
fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not observed the 
instructions regarding grant of increments, leave, medical 
benefits etc. 10 the temporary workmen which amounts to 
violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petiiioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu ofpro visions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bonafide and made w ith 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he w'as positioned dow'n in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements w'ere 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11 -87, 16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 


settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent'appointment as per his eligibility along w ith 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 484 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and w hen it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they w ere appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were, to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 36 
calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
w as to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended upto 31 -3-1997 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 
temporary employees were appointed and since the 
Petitioner was wait listed at 484 he was not appointed. The 
said settlements were bonafide which were the only 
workable solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlements 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Further, the said settlements were not questioned by any 
union so far and the settlements of bank level settlements 
and operated throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/ 
Bank and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such 
plea. It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner w as engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
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the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner ft led a rejoinder to the Counts 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated that all 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No:7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are: 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 484 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers. In the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 


(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorbtion of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
„i the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18( 1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11 -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of 
the l.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the 
Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right for 
appointment as Sections 25G and 25H are very much 
applicable to the Petitioners who are retrenched messengers 
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and are eligible to be reinstated. Learned representative for 
the Petitioner contended that in 1996 LAB & 1C 2248 
CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND 
OTHERS the Supreme Court has held that Chapter V-A of 
the l.D. Act providing for retrenchment is not enacted only 
for the benefit of the workmen to whom Section 25F applies 
but for all cases of retrenchment. Therefore, the application 
of Section 25H cannot be restricted only to one category 
of retrenched workmen. Therefore, the contention of the 
Respondent/Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment is untenable. It is further 
contended that on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 
and W8 as well as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the 
circular instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from 
time to time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.MI and the 
averments of MWl and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause I of Ex. M1 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C\ but this categorization of‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first 
go' or ‘first come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization 
in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1(a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex,W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank's circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
Therefore, these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex. M10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW I has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 


inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWl wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India/ Further, the averment 
of MWl and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW I wait list under Ex. Ml 0 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter 
of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 
of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner 
contended that preparation ofEx.M 10 namely wait list is 
not inconformity with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non- 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected 
vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, 
no wait list was reieased/published even after the Court 
order in WMPNo.l 1932/91 in W.P.No.7872/91 directing 
the Respondent/Bank to release the list of successful 
candidates pursuant to the first advertisement published 
in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list under 
Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the candidates 
date of initial appointment and the number of days put in 
by them to arrive at their respective seniority. From all 
these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been prepared in 
violation of instructions and ceased to have the credibility 
attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. M1 was not produced 
at the time of conciliation proceedings held during the year 
1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai and only during the 
year 2003 the Respondent/Bank produced the wait list 
Ex. MI0 before this Tribunal marking it as a confidential 
document. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
that though the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these 
petitioners were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not 
been told at the time of initial appointment that their 
appointment was in leave vacancy. Further, even before or 
after the settlement on absorption of temporary employees, 
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the expression that they were engaged in leave vacancy 
was used as a device to take them out of the principal 
clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s 
work in the Respondent/Bank is continuous and though 
the Petitioner has performed the duties continuously which 
is still in existence, the categorisation as such is not valid 
and the provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. 
Further, the representative of the Petitioner relied on the 
rulings reported in 1985 4 SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs, 
RESERVE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that "to employ workmen as 
‘badlies \ casuals or temporaries and to continue them 
as such for many years with the object of depriving them 
of the status and privileges of permanent workmen is 
illegal. ” Learned representative further contended that 
Ex.M 10 wait list has not been prepared in accordance with 
principle of seniority in the legal sense, since the selected 
candidates with longest service should have priority over 
those who joined the service letter and therefore, the wait 
list under Ex. M10 which has been drawn up is contrary to 
law and also bad in law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has 
not acted in accordance with the law and the spirit of the 
settlement, but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though 
clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 states that candidates found suitable 
for permanent appointment will be offered appointment 
against existing/fiiture vacancy anywhere in module or 
circle and in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of 
appointment or posting within the prescribed period, he 
will be deemed to have refused it and the name shall stand 
deleted from the respective panel and he shall have no 
further claim for being considered for permanent 
appointment in the bank. The Respondent/Bank has not 
produced any document show how he has arrived at the 
seniority and till date, it is a mystery as to who that senior 
was and there is no documentary evidence in support of 
the averment and also for the averment of MW1. Therefore, 
the termination of the Petitioner who was in regular service 
of the l^espondent/Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal 
and the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the terms of settlement on absorption of temporary 
employees. Though the Respondent/Bank has produced 
Ex. M6 which alleged to be a copy of minutes of conciliation 
proceedings dated 9-6-75 before Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) 
settlement nor 12(3) settlement as claimed by the 
Respondent/Bank which says only with regard to 
modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in terms of Ex. M6. 
Though the Respondent/Bank produced Ex. M7 and M11 
interim orders passed by High Court of Madras in WMP 
No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased to have any 
relevance when the main writ has been disposed of in the 
year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any bearing in 
the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the Respondent/ 
Management has examined two witnesses, the deposition 
of management witnesses during the cross examination 
had become apparent that they have no personal knowledge 
about the settlements which are marked as Ex. Ml to M5. 
Above all, though the Respondent/Bank has referred to 
voluntary retirement scheme, in the Respondent/Bank it 


was implemented only in the year 2001 and it constitutes 
post reference period and hence evidence of Respondent/ 
Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s case. The 
Petitioners have completed the service of 240 days and 
more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months as 
enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the 
benefits under the provisions of l.D. Act. It is further 
contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though some of 
the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not completed 
240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not taken into 
consideration and not included the Sundays and paid 
holidays as days on which the Petitioners have actually 
worked and hence, they have also completed 240 days in a 
period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on the rulings 
reported in 1985 IILLJ 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN.EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Courthas held that ‘‘the expression ‘ actually 
worked under the employer’ cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc.” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they fmd themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
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the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the federation 
were bonallde which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the conciliation officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority’ union from scuttling 
the settlement. "It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
ftdes, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 1 LLJ 308 
K.C.P. LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “ settlements are 
divided into two categories namely (i) those arrived at ' 
outside the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) 
of the ID. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 


extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. " He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. 
Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “ settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in w'hich the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it 
is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
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workman to hardship involved in mdving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look in f o 
the pleading and find out the exact nature ofpleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute 
instead of refusing to answer the reference on merits. ” 
Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power to go 
into the question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated 
in service or not for which he relied on the rulings reported 
in 1998 LAB IC1664 VAN SAGNATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties. " 
He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a 
technical manner or a pedantic manner, but should 
consider the order of reference in a fair and reasonable 
manner. ” He also argued that in Express Newspapers P. 
Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court 
has held that “the Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider 
all incidental matters also and the order of reference 
should not be construed in the manner which would 
prolong the industrial adjudication. The Labour Court is 
expected to decide the real nature of disputes between 
the parties and with that object in view, it should consider 
the order of reference in a fair and reasonable manner, 
though the order of reference is not happily framed nor 
was it framed to the high expectation ofthe Labour Court. ” 
Relying on all these decisions, the representative for the 
Petitioner argued that though in the reference, it is not 
mentioned that whether the retrenchment is valid or not, 
from the pleadings it is clear that the Petitioners have been 
retrenched from the Respondent/Bank and therefore, this 
Tribunal can look into the pleadings of the Petitioners and 
can decide whether the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated 
in service as alleged by him and whether he is entitled to 
the back wages as alleged by him. Therefore, the argument 
advanced on the side of the Respondent that it is beyond 
the scope of reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question Chat he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings, 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.V1JEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 


held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy. ” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory. ” He further relied on the rulings reported 
in 1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BAN K & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for 
one year only and that inclusion of their names in the 
panel was not to confer on them any right to seek 
permanent appointment in the services of the bank. 
Considering the object with which the panel was prepared 
and the fact that it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, 
we are of the opinion that the Respondents did not get 
any right because of inclusion of their names in the said 
panelfor permanent absorption in the services of the bank. 
Whatever conditional right they had come to an end with 
the expiry of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as 
contained in the W.P. was thus, misconceived and 
therefore, the learned Single Judge and the Division 
Bench, when it first decided the appeal were right in 
dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal respectively. ” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1991 3SCC 47 
SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF INDIA wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that "candidates included in 
merit list has no indefeasible right to appointment even if 
a vacancy exists " and relying on ail these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that since the 
Petitioner has no right to question the wait list and since 
there is no mala fide on the part of the Respondent/Bank in 
preparing the wait list, it cannot be said that preparation of 
wait list was made with mala fide motive. Under such 
circumstances, after the expiry of the date namely 
31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for restoration of the 
wait list and he cannot pray for reinstatement as alleged by 
him. Further, he relied on the rulings reported in 1992 LAB 
IC 2168 STATE OF HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA 
SINGH AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “now coming to the direction that all those adhoc 
temporary employees who have continuedfor more than 
a year should be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain 
it. The direction has been given without reference to the 
existence of a vacancy. The direction in effect means that 
every ad-hoc/temporary' employee who has been continued 
for one year should be regularised even though (a) no 
vacancy is available for him which means creation of a 
vacancy; (b) he was not sponsored by Employment 
Exchange nor w'as he appointed in pursuance of a 
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notification calling for applications which means he had 
entered by a back door; (c) he was not eligible and 
qualified for the post at the time of his appointment 
(d) his record of service since his appointment is not 
satisfactory. These are the additional problems indicated 
by us in para 12 which would arise from giving of such 
blanket orders. None of the decisions relied upon by the 
High Court justify such wholesale, unconditional orders. 
Moreover, from the mere continuation of an ad-hoc 
employee for one year, it cannot be presumed that there is 
needfor regular post. Such a presumption may bejustified 
only when such continuance extends to several years. 
Further, there can be no rule of thumb in such matters. 
Conditions and circumstances of one unit may not be the 
same as of the other. Just because in one case, a direction 
was given to regularise employees who have pul in one 
year’s service as far as possible and subject to fulfilling 
the qualifications, it cannot be held that in each and 
every case, such a direction must follow irrespective of 
and without taking into account the other relevant 
circumstances and considerations. The relief must be 
moulded in each case having regard to all me relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the 
impugned directions must be held to be totally untenable 
and unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the “decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATEOF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
oj these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned , it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regular is ation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in 
an h regular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an 
available vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if 
the. ini fiat entry itself is unauthorised and is not against 
any sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the 
Incumbent on such a non-existing vacancy would never 
survive for consideration and even if such purported 
regular reason or confirmation is given, it would be an 
exercise in futility. It would amount to decorating a still 
bom baby. Under these circumstances, there was no 
occasion to regularise them or to give them valid 
con/, :v nation. The so called exercise of confirming these 
employees, therefore, remained a nullity. " ‘Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
Vio'< acy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
ani therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
the Respondent/Bank. Furtbg;, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU KUMAR 
V1DYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “th y are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under 
these circumstances , their disengagement from service 


cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under the ID. 

Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be 
stretched to such an extent as to cover these employees. 

Since they are only daily wage employees and have no 
right to the posts, their disengagement is not arbitrary. ” 

He further relied on the rulings reported in 1994 3 LU 
(Supp.) 754 wherein the Rajasthan High Court has held 
that "Under Section 25G of the l.D.Act retrenchment 
procedure following pr inciple of ‘last come—first go ’ is 
not mandatory but only directory, on sufficient grounds 
shown, the employer is permitted to depart from the said 
principle retrenching seniors and retaining juniors . 11 
Though in this case, the Petitioner has alleged that his 
juniors have been made permanent in banking service, he 
has not established with any evidence that his juniors were 
made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any how, if the 
Petitioner has shown anything, the Respondent/Bank is 
ready to establish the fact before this Tribunal that he has 
worked more days than the Petitioner. In such 
circumstances, the prayer for reinstatement in the services 
of Respondent/Bank cannot be given to the Petitioner and, 
therefore, the claim is to be dismissed with costs. 

15* Learned Senior Advocate, further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC ! 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. LIMA DEVI, 
the Supreme Court has held that merely because a 
temporary employee ora casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed a regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength fsuch continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a 
due process of selection as envisaged by> relevant rules. It 
is not open to the Court to prevent regular recruitment at 
the instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end or of ad-hoc employees 
wha by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right. ” Further, it has also held that "it is not as if 
the person who accepts an engagement either temporary 
or casual in nature is not aware of his employment. He 
accepts the employment with open eyes. It may be true 
that he is not in a position to bargain-not at arms length 
since he might have been searching for some employment 
so as to eke out his livelihood and accepts whatever he 
gets. But on that ground alone, it would not be appropriate 
to jettison the constitutional scheme of appointment, 
perpetuate illegalities and to take the view that a person 
who has temporarily or casually got employed should be *■ 
directed to be continued permanently. By doing so, it will 
be creating another mode of public appointment which is 
not permissible. ” Further, the Supreme Court while laying , 
down the law, has clearly held that “unless the 
appointment is in terms of the relevant rules and after a 
proper competition among qualified persons, the same 

would not confer any right on the appointee . It has to 

be clarified that merely because a temporary> employee or 
a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the. 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance, if the original 
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appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. " Further, in CDJ 
2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS LTD. AND 
OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the Supreme Court 
has held that “regularization furthermore, is not a mode 
of appointment and if appointment is made without 
following the rules, the same being a nullity, the question 
of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry of 
purported period of probation would not arise. ” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
"it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State ’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Article 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law. ” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that " only 
because an employee had workedfor more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme 
Court also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore. " 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by- 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 


not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in a similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARA1MAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri G. Mathivanan 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 
Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 1-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 

daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml 
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W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily Wages based on Ex.W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending Period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up to 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do massengerial work. 

W9 27-04-93 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Lalgudi Branch. 

W10 27-04-93 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Lalgudi beanch. 

Wll 14-06 1 93 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tituchirapalli Town branch 

W12 02-03-95 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Tituchirapalli Town branch. 

W13 24-02-97 Xerox copy of the Xerox copy of the 

Rservice certificate issued by 
Tituchirapalli town branch. 

W14 24-02-97 Xerox copy of the Xerox copy of the 

Rservice certificate issued by 
Tituchirapalli Town branch. 

W15 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Melachinthamani branch 

W16 10-11-97 Xerox copy of the service certifiacate 

issued by Rock Fort city branch. 

W17 Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in ference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W18 Nil Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 

book on Staff matters up to 31-12-95. 

W19 96-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

W20 06-03-93 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office For interviwe of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 


W21 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office For interview of messenger 
Post—J. Velmurugan. 

W22 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particular—J. 

Velmurugan. 

W23 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W24 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pand. in subordinate cadre. 

W25 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circular. 

W26 134X2095 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

Circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W27 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W28 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 

meeting. 

W29 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part tin\e general attendants. 

W30 07-2-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attandants. 

W31 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Heat Officer. 

circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 09-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 09-06-95 Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
, proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in O. P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 


i- « 
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[RT. T^-12012/285/1998-3TTf37R(^t-0] 
3Fjfq cf HK, ^t-=b 3ff^chl<l 
New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2565.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, .1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 144/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 20-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/285/1998-lR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 
PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 144/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGIDNo. 146/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri P.Natarajan : 1 Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Region-I, 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s. F. B. Benjamin George, 
Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/285/98-1R (B-I) dated 11 -02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 


Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 146/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 144/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri P. Natarajan, wait list No. 629 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Kattur ADB branch from 
February, 1988. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
u,' Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be. held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Kattur 
ADB branch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IV employee. From February, 1988, the Petitioner has 
been working as a temporary messenger and some time 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temporary basis in Trichirapalli Town branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-1997 that his services are not 
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required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been Regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 


when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-07-1988,07-10-1988,9-1-1991 and30-7-1996. 
The said settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 629 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-1997 for filling up vacancies which 
were to arise upto 31-12-1994. The Petitioner has no valid 
and enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent 
had implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that ail the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 
212 temporary employees were appointed and since the 
Petitioner was wait listed at 629, he was not appointed. 
The said settlements were bona fide which were the only 
workable solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlements 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Further, the said settlements were not questioned by any 
union so far and the settlements of bank level settlements 
and operated throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status 
to Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/ 
Bank and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such 
plea. It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
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(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?’ 


It i$ also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence hot published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India StaffFederation were under Section 18( 1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are 

(0 “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 629 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is / 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since tne Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
farther prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11 -198 7, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of ‘ 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
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Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/rclate to the circular instrfletions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.M 1 and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in lcave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have 
not been informed about this amendment which includes 
casuals affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex.W2 four types of waiting lists have to be 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 
in this case. Those candidates under Ex. M10 were found 
suitable for appointment as messengers and sweepers. 
Even MW 1 is unable to say as to when the wait list Ex. 
M10 was prepared, but it is mentioned in Ex.MlO that it 
was prepared based on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 
27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and 
M4 respectively. But, when MW1 has spoken about the 
settlements, he deposed that settlement dated 27-10-88 was 
not included in the Madras circle since the High Court 
order is there, but he has not produced any document in 


support of the so called non-inclusion except his bald 
statement. Further, according to MW1 wait list under Ex. 
M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but there is no pleading in the 
Counter Statement with regard to this wait list. Further the 
Hon’ble High Court has held in its order dated 23-7-99 in 
W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, which is marked as an exhibit, in 
which it is stated that ‘it is clear that the 1987 settlement 
was concerned with the temporary class IV employees who 
were paid scale wages as per Bipartite Settlement while the 
1988 settlement dealt with daily wager in Class IV category 
who were paid wages daily on mutual agreement basis. In 
such circumstances, as rightly contended the Respondent 
are not justified and combined the list of candidates covered 
under 1987 settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed 
two distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat 
one class and their action undoubtedly amounts to 
violation of Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, 
the averment of MW 1 and the statements in Counter 
Statement are contrary to the above and it is nothing but a 
desperate attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or 
perpetrated by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals 
with unequals. It is further contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that as per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex. 
M10 comprises of both messengerial and non-messengerial 
candidates. While the temporary employees were appointed 
after due process of selection and were paid wages on the 
basis of industrywise settlement, it is ribt so in the case of 
casuals. Therefore, both belongs to two different and 
distinct categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms 
to the casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the 
matter of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 
16 of Constitution oflndia. Therefore, the Petitioner contended 
that preparation of Ex. M10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.MlO docs not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From ail these things, it is clear that Ex. M10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. M1 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex.MlO before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
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engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947, 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as 'badliescasuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and M11 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which arc marked 
as Ex. MI to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 


and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25 B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months: He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
'actually worked under the employer ' cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected die temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour, 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
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the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning die settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulingsfcported in 1991 I LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that "in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud , 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ’’ Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
"therefore a settlement arrived at in the coarse of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen oj the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary> law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or ceminority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that "there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations . a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 1 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “ settlements are divided 
into eo categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
i.D . Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 


extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “ settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Governemnt may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned-counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstater 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govemmen. 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of w'ait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it 
is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “ mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, ifpoints of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
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workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “ the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the - 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” Ho 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mehtioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in .the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he. 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 


held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number ofbottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on ail 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question* 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
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for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997 11 SCC 1 ASH WAN 1 KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is tq 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are pot entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the l.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 


such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LU (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retainingjuniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, 
the Supreme Court has held that “merely because a 
temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is 
not open to the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the 
instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end or of ad-hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right.” Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the 
person who accepts an engagement either temporary .or 
casual in nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts 
the employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is 
not in a position to bargain-not at arms length since he 
might have been searching for some employment so as to 
eke out his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But 
on that ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison 
the constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate 
illegalities and to take the view that a person who has 
temporarily or casually got employed should be directed 
to be continued permanently. By doing so, it will be creating 
another mode of public appointment which is not 
permissible.” Further, the Supreme Court while laying down 
the law, has clearly held that “unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
among qualified persons, the same would not confer any 

right on the appointee.It has to be clarified that merely 

because a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is 
continued for a time beyond the term of his appointment, 
he would not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service 
or made permanent merely on the strength of such 
continuance, if the original appointment was not made by 
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following a due process of selection as envisaged by 
relevant rules.” Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL 
FERTILIZERS LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “regularisation 
furthermore, is not a mode of appointment and if 
appointment is made without following the rules, the same 
being a nullity, the question of confirmation of an employee 
upon the expiry of purported period of probation would 
not arise.” Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL 
COUNCIL, SUJANPUR Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the 
Supreme Court has held that “it is not disputed that the 
appointment of the Respondent was not in sanctioned post. 
Being a ‘State’ within the meaning of Article 12 of the 
Constitution of India, the Appellant for the purpose of 
recruiting its employees was bound to follow the recruitment 
rules. Any recruitment made in violation of such rules as 
also in violation of constitutional scheme enshrined under 
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be 
void in law.” Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA 
PRADESH STATE AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “only because an employee had worked 
for more than 240 days of service by that itself would not 
confer any legal right upon him to be regularised in service.” 
The Supreme Court also held that “the changes brought 
about by the subsequent decisions of this court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of 
the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market economy, 
globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in 
view of the settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, itrcannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 


not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 : 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
°etitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31 st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri P. Natarajan 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
For the Respondent MW 1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 

daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 
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W2 

20-04-88 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messnger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 


Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 


W9 

22-11-97 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kattur ADB Branch. 

W10 

24-11-97 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Lalgudi Branch. 

Wll 

21-05-98 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirapalli Town Branch. 

W12 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 


guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 




cadre & service conditions. 

W13 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W14 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy ofthe call tetter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 



post—V. Muralikannan. 

W15 

06-03-97 

.6 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W16 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 

W17 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan. 

W18 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 


selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 


W19 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W20 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W21 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W22 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W23 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes ofthe Bipartite 
meeting. 

W24 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W25 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W26 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-7-88 

Xerox copy ofthe settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy ofthe settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

9-06-95 

Xerox copy ofthe minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

1007-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 


No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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mM. 2566.—4#!'* f<W 3lfafWT, 1947 (1947 
^FTT 14) +T RTO 17 ^ 3^F1 4', m+T7 Rai^t-TU. 
^ TO'tmsr tfc w Fnfcp#’ 3rk ^r+ +4+10 is #q, 
spjrr -4 fsrf^s sMta I^k 4f rt+r atofc 
^ 4^ (^t 4 TOIT 122/1998) +4 
y+lfyfd wt t, ^#q *R+R +) 17-8-07 +4 Wg3Tf «1T I 
[4. 13^-22012/14/1997-3nfa*rc(#-n)] 
3R5R frqR 4fe, -^cR STfTOft 
New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 
S.O. 2566. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref, No. 
122/1998) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
Cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of SECL and their workman, was which 
received by the Central Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No. L-22012/14/ 1997-IR (C-U)] 
A JAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/122/98 
Presiding Officer; Shri C. M. Singh 
Vice President, 

Kovla Mazdoor Sabha, 

Hasdeo Area, Shastri Nagar, 

Post: Jhimar Colliery, 

Distt: Shah do 1 (MI 5 ) Union/workmen 

Versus 

Sub Area Manager, 

Kurja Sub Area of S.E.C.L., 

Post: Bijuri, 

Distt: Shahdol (MP) Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 15th day of June, 2007 

1. The Government of India, Ministry' of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-22012/14/97-IR (CM-II) dated 
22/25-05-98 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager, 
Khurja Sub Area of SECL, Hasdeo Area in not paying 
difference of wages/acting allowance and not regularising 
S/'Sh. Sambhu S/o Sriram, Alamgiri S/o Rasul, Mohita S/o 
Mohanlal, Manoj S/o Chhanga and Ravi S/o Nathu as SDL 
Operators is legal and justi fialed if notm w'hat relief the 
workman were entitled?” 

2. Vide order dated 14-06-07 passed on the order 
sheet of this reference proceeding, the reference proceeded 
exparte against workmen/union. 

3. No Statement of Claim has been filed on behalf of 
workmen/union. Likewise no Written Statement has been 
filed on behalf of management. 

3 C-3 *) -Tii j ^ 


4. There is no evidence of the parties on record, 

5. I have heard Shri A.K. Shashi, Advocate, the 
learned counsel for the management. 

6. It is a no evidence case. The workmen/union thus 
have failed to prove their case. Therefore the reference 
deserve to be decided in favour of management and against 
the workmen/union. Having considered the facts and 
circumstances of the case, 1 am of the view that the parties 
should be directed to bear their own costs in this reference. 

7. In view of the above the reference is decided in 
favour of management and against the workmen/union Shri 
Shambbu and 4 others holding that the action of the Sub 
Area Manager, Khurja Sub Area of SECL, Hasdeo Area in 
not paying defference of wages/acting allowance and not 
regularising S/Shri Shambhu S/o Sriram, Alamgiri S/o Rasul, 
Mohita S/o Mohanlal, Manoj S/o Chhanga and Ravi S/o 
Nathu as SDL Operators is legal and justified. Consequently 
the workmen are not entitled to any relief. The parties shall 
bear their own costs of this reference. 

8. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

20 3FPRT, 2007 

^r.arr. 2567.—atfVPm, 1947 (1947 
RR14) RRI 17 +■ 3TJ4T4 4, qvsOq tK+R % 4t. tRT. 

RT WJrfa ii Tf+S fd4U+T 3T4 "3RR> +4+i4 ^ #3, 

3Rp*J 4f fhfe 3iWlfi'l+' feCTK 4i TR+fR /4l4[fh+ 

^fR+Ttri, $ TRR (Tk4 37/2002) +) 

H+lRld RRcft i, <-u+R+) 20-8-07 +) W|3TT *IT I 

[TT. T^-22012/106/2001-3^3TR(#h7T-lI)] 
3DRT 3TFR+R1 

New' Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2567.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Aw r ard (Ref. 37/2002) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of SECL, Kusumunda 
Project, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 20-8-2007. 

[No. L-22012/106/2001 -IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R'3 7/2002 
Presiding Officer: Shri C. M. Singh 
Sh. M. D. Diwan, Vice President, 

Madhya Pradesh Koyla 
Shramik Sangh (CITU), 

No. M/192/, Pump House Colony, 

P. O. Korba Colliery, 

Korba—495679 Union/workmen 
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Versus 

The Chief General Manager, 

S.E.C.L., Kusumunda Area, 

P O: Kusumunda Colliery, 

Distt; Korba(MP), 

Korba Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 27th day of June, 2007 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-22012/106/2001 (IR(CM-TT)) dated 
21-02-2002 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of SECT, 
Kusumunda Area in giving appointment to Shri 
Narendra Singh S/o Daud Singh when he was below 
18 years of age and subsequently promoting him 
superceding S/Sh. Mangal Das and 7 others is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief, S/Sh. Mangal Das 
and 7 others are entitled to ?” 

2 .Vide order dated 06-7-05 on the order sheet of this 
proceeding, the reference proceeded ex-parte against the 
workmen Sh. Mangal Das and 7 others/Union as no body 
put in appearance on behalf of workmen/Union. No 
statement of claim filed on behalf of workmen/ Union. 

3. .The management filed their written statement. Their 
case in brief is as follows: 

Sh. Narendra Singh was initially appointed as General 
Mazdoor Cat.-I. w.e.f. 22-11-79. His appointment was as a 
land effected person. Subsiquentiv he was given promotion 
to the post of Clerical Grade-111 in the year 1981, Clerk 
Grade-11 in the year 1982, Clerk special Grade in the year 
1991 and at present he is working as Office Superintendent 
since 1999. Workmen Sh. Mangaldas and 7 others were 
also appointed initially as clerical mazdoor and 
subsequently they were given promotion at different 
categories m different dates. The date of birth of Sh. N. 
Singh according to office record is 27-8-62. A DPC was 
constituted for considering departmental promotion of Sr. 
Clerk to the post of Office Superintendent in T & S Gr. A 
and in respect of Sr. Cashier to the post of Chief Cashier in 
T & S Gr.A. approved by JBCC1 promotion to the post of 
Office Superintendent is done on the basis of merit-cum- 
seniority by a duly constituted DPC. The experience 
required for promotion to the post of Office Superintendent 
is 5 years as Special Gr. Clerk/Sr. Clerk. All the claimants 
who were working as Sr. Clerk were called for test/interview 
by DPC in the year 1999 for promotion to the post of Office 
Supdt. Shri Narendra Singh stood as First in the test/ 1 ' 
interview and obtained highest marks i.e. 75 marks on the 
basis ofmerit-eum-seniority as declared by the DPC. That 
the claimant Shri Mangal Das got 74 marks and therefore 
he stood second. Shri Laxman Singh got 68 marks therefore 
he stood 3rd. At the relevant time there were only 2 vacant 
posts. Therefore, the DPC recommended the name given at 
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Sr No. 1 namely Narender Singh and one post was kept 
vacant for SC Candidates. It may not be out of pace to 
mention here that Shri Narendra Singh is a ST candidate. 
The subsequent DPC held on different dates also 
recommended the name of the remaining candidates for 
promotion and accordingly vide Office Order No. 3243 
dated 04-02-2002 the following poisons were given 
promotion:— 

1. Nileshwar Singh 

2. T.R.Sahu 

3. J. R.Markam 

It is submitted that all the claimant who are in service 
have been given promotion to the post of Office Supdt. 
T & S Grade-A as per the recommendations given by the 
DPC from time to time. There is no supercession by Shri 
N arendra Singh as Alleged. He was given promotion first 
as per the recommendations of DPC. It is pleaded in the 
Written Statement that there is no merit in the present 
dispute. 

4. The management in order to prove their case filed 
affidavit of Shri Sanjay Kumar, the then working as Senior 
Personnel Officer in SECL, Kusmunda OCP. 

5. 1 have heared Shri A. K. Shashi, Advocate, learned 
counsel for the management. 

6. I have very carefully gone through the entire 
evidence on record. 

7. As the case proceeded ex parte against the 
workmen/union, there is no evidence of workmen/union in 
support of their case. The case of the management is fully 
proved from the uncontroverted and unchallenged affidavit 
of management’s witness Shri Sanjay Kumar. The reference, 
therefore, dese rves to be decided in favour of management 
and against the workmen/union. Having considered the 
facts and circumstances of the case, I am of the view that 
the parties be directed to bear their own costs of this 
reference proceeding. 

8. In view of the above the reference is decided in 
favour of the management and against the workmen Shri 
Mangal Das & 7 others holding that the action of the 
management of SECL, Kusmunda Area in giving 
appointment to Shri Narendra Singh S/o Daud Singh when 
he was below 18 years of age and subsequently promoting 
him superceding S/Shri Mangal Das and 7 others is legal 
and justified. Consequently workmen Shri Mangal Das and 
7 others are not entitled to any relief. The parties shall bear 
their own costs of this reference. 

9. Let the copries of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment 
as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 8,2007/BHADRA 17,1929 
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20 3PT7<t, 2007 

W.3TT. 2568.-3^P|ch SrfafWT, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ *117117 ^ ri, W$7R i #. -Q^T. ^ 
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3 ^ViPi* facrK 3 <£^ai mu sMfw 
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[71. TieT-22012/221/1997-3Tlf3TR(#-II)] 
3T^T g>HK 7 fte, 3lfa<t>l0 
New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2568.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
31/1998) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
Cum-Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of ECLand their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-8-2007. 

[ No. Lr22012/221/1997-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOYT. INDUSTRIAL 
TREBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL. 
PRESENT: Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, 

Presiding Officer. 

REFERENCE NO. 31 OF 1998. 

PARTIES: Agent, Modem Satgram Colliery of ECL, 
Devchandnagar, Burdwan 
Vis. 

The Organising Secretary, Colliery Mazdoor 
Sabha, Asansol, Burdwan. 
REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management : Sri P. K. Das, Advocate. 

For the union : Sri M. Mukherjee, Advocate. 

(Workman). 

INDUSTRY: COAL STATE: WEST BENGAL 

Dated the 31-07-2007 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, oflndia 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
221/97- IR(CM-II)) dated 22-07-98 has been pleased dated 
to refer the following dispute for adjudication by this 
Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of ECL, 
Modem Satgram Colliery in dismissing Sh. Chattu 
Majhi from services w.e. f. 6-5-93 is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled ?” 


After having received the Order No. L-22012/221/97- 
IR(CM II) dated 22-07-1998 of the aforesaid reference from 
the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour. New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference Case No. 31 of 1998 
was registered on 10-08-98 and accordingly an order to that 
effect was passed to issue notices to the parties concerned 
, through the registered post directing them to appear in the 
court on the date fixed and file their written statement along 
with the relevant documents and a list of witnesses in support 
of their claims. Pursuant to the said order notices by the 
registered post were sent to the parties concerned. Sri 
P.K.Das, Advocate and Sri M. Mukherjee, Advocate 
appeared in the court to represent the management and the 
union or the workman concerned respectively. 

From perusal of the record it transpires that both the 
parties filed their written statement in support of their claims. 
It is further clear from the order sheets of the record that 
the case was fixed for final hearing on merit of the case on 
14-2-06 but both sides prayed for time to get themselves 
ready for hearing of the case which was allowed fixing next 
date 19-4-06. The record goes to show that the parties 
remained absent on that day. It is further clear from the 
record that w.e.f. 19-4-06 to_ 14-2-07 no step was taken by 
the union. The learned lawyer for the union submitted that 
he has got no instruction from the union or workman side 
and made an endorsement to that effect. So it is apparent 
that the union or the workman has got no interest in this 
case and they do not want to proceed further with this 
record. In the prevailing facts and circumstance of the case 
it is not advisable and proper to keep this old record 
pending any more as no useful purpose is to be served. As 
such it is hereby 

ORDERED 

that let a “No Dispute Award” be and the same is 
passed. Send the copies of the award to the Govt, of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for information and 
needful The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
M 20 3PT77T, 2007 

W.3TT. 2569.—1947 (1947 
14) 17 ^ 7T73H7 #. 
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[71 7£t?T-22012/261 /1997- 3Tlf3H7( 7ft- II) ] 
3FSFT c£>hk 7 fte, 3lf%raiT7t 
New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2569. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


3625 GI/07—44 


6898 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 8,2007/BHADRA 17,1929 


Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
139/1998) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
Cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of FCL and their workmen, which 
received by the Central Government on 17-8-2007. 

[ No. L-22012/261/1997-IR (C-Il)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/139/98 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI C.M. SINGH 

FCI Workers Union, 

Calcutta The Jt. Secy, 

FCIWU,58/1, 

Diamond Harbour Road, Calcutta, 

Calcutta. Union/workmen 

Versus 

Sr. Regional Manager, 

FCI, Chetak Building, 

M.P.Nagar, 

Bhopal - 462 011. Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 09th day of July-2007 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No.L-22012/26 l/97/IR(CM-II) dated 
20-07-1998 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Food 
Corporation of India in not regularizing 25 food 
handling workers working in FCI, FSD, Gohad Depot, 
w.e.f. Jan, 97 is legal & justified? If not, to what relief 
are the workers entitled ?” 

2. Vide Order dated 22-07-05 the reference proceeded 
ex-parte against the workmen/union. No statement of claim 
has been filed on behalf of workmen/union. 

3. The management filed their written statement. Their 
case in brief as follows:— 

The management has taken preliminary objection that 
the Government of India while referring the dispute vide its 
order dated 20-7-1998 has not disclose the names of so 
called handling workers and therefore this reference is not 
maintainable. The Handling work in the godowm of the 
management was being carried out through handling and 
transport contractor appointed by the management, time 
to time. Shri Ramkant Kushwaha was appointed as Handling 
and Transport contractor w.e.f. 03-04-1992 to 02-04-1994 
and on expiry of the contract period, he refused to carry 
out the work for further period. The subsequent tender for 
appointment of regular contractor was scrapped due to 
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high rates. Since no other alternative was left, therefore, 
the work was got done through Shri Man Singh, who was 
head of Labourers already working therein on the same 
terms and conditions of the contractor. This arrangement 
continued from 03-04-1994 till 28-02-1995 till now contractor 
was appointed. Due to continuous pressure/hindrance 
caused by the Labourers and due to continuous resistance 
by the then contractors the work under contract was 
paralyzed. Since no ultemative was available therefore 
arrangement was made that Shri Dataram & Kesharlal 
Labourers will carry out the handling work as mukaddam 
with the help of other Labours. Thus the management 
carried out the handling and transport work through 
contractor thus The Food Corporation of India has ho 
employer-employee relationship with the workers engaged 
by the Labour/Mukaddam. The workmen were not the 
employees of the management and question their 
regularization does not arise. 

4. The management in order to prove their case filed 
affidavit of Shri K.B. Gupta, the then Manager (IRL),Food 
Corporation of India, Area Office, Gwalior (MP). 

5. I have heard Shri S.K. Rao, Sr. Advocate for the 
management. I have very carefully gone through the 
evidence on record. 

6. As the case proceeded ex-parte against the 
workmen/union no evidence has been adduced for proving 
their case. Against the above, the case of management is 
fully proved by the uncontroverted & unchallenged 
affidavit of management’s witness Shri K.B. Gupta. The 
reference, therefore, deserves to be decided in favour of 
management and against the workmen/union. Having 
considered the facts and circumstances ofthe case, I am of 
the view that the parties should bear their own costs of 
this reference. 

7. In view of the above, the reference is decided in 
favour of management and against the workmen/union, 
holding that the action of management of FCI in not 
regularizing 25 food handling workers working in FCI, FSD, 
Gohad Depot w.e.f. January, 1997 is legal and justified. 
Consequently 25 Food handling workers are not entitled 
to any relief. The parties shall bear their own costs of this 
reference. 

8. Let the copies of this award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry ofLabourand Employment, 
New Delhi as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M , 20 2007 
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[Tf. t^-22012/217/1996-3Tlf3TR(Tit-II)] 
3F5PT ^pp; 3rfSRjrft 

New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 
S.O. 2570.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
162/1997) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal* 
Cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in theAnnexure 
in the Incfustrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of SECL and their workmen, which 
received by the Central Government on 17-8-2007. 

[ No. L-22012/217/1996-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMARGAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/162/97 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRIC. M. SINGH 

Secretary, 

Samyukta Khadan Mazdoor Sangh, 

Vivek Nagar Branch, 

Post: Amlai Colliery, 

Distt: Sahdol (MP) Union/workmen 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

Chachai Group Of Mines, 

PO: Amlai Colliery, 

Distt: Sahdol (MP) Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 29th day of June-2007 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/217/96-IR(C-lI) dated 05-06-97 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal: 

“Whether the demand of the Samyukta Khadan 
Mazdoor Sangh for regularisation of Sh. Govind 
Prasad, FeederOperatorCat.il, Viveknagar Incline of 
SECL, as Clerk Grade-II is legal and justified ? If so, 
to what relief is the workman entitled and from which 
date?" 

2. Order dated 01-8-2005 on the order sheet of this 
reference proceeding reveals that inspite of sufficient 
service of notice on the workman/union no body put in 
appearance for the workman/union and ho statement of 
claim has been filed on behalf of workman/union. The case 
thus proceeded exparte against workman/union. 

3. The management filed their written statement. 
Their case in brief is as follows :— 

Workman Shri Govind Prasad was initially appointed 
as piece rated under ground badli Tub Loader w.e.f. 


14-02-89. He was regularised as general mazdoor w.e.f. 
01-03-1990. He was promoted to the post of feeder operator 
Grade-II w.e.f. 01-7-93. Due to exhaustion of coal in 
underground, Vivek Nagar Incline was sealed off and 
abandoned. Hence the employees deployed in the said 
mine were adjusted to other units as per requirement. In 
the aforesaid process workman Shri Govind Prasad was 
transferred from Vivek Nagar Incline to Vangwar Project of 
Sohagpur Area and he joined there. The promotion can 
not be claimed as a matter of right, as it is a managerial 
function. Promotion is given on various circumstances, 
such as administrative requirement avail ability of 
sanctioned post, eligibility of workman concerned, 
recommendations of DPC etc. The qualification of selection/ 
promotion to the post of clerical grade HI, as per aforesaid 
cadre scheme is given below :— 

SI. No. : 1 


Description : 

Clerk Gr. Ill 

Category 

Clerical Gr. Ill 

scale of pay 

625-23-947 

Minimum qualification : 

(1 )Matriculation 

education technical : 

or 

Eligibility 

for promotion : 

equivalent 
examination 
from any 
recognised 
board/examination 

3 years service 

Mode of promotion : 

in company 
Selection/test 


The workman was never employed as a clerk nor he 
was given the job of clerk and therefore he is not eligible 
for the post of clerk Grade III. 

4. The management in order to prove their case filed 
affidavit of their witness Shri K.A.Sundar, the then 
working as Dy.Personnel Manager in SECL, Sohagpur 
Area. 

5. I have heard Shri A.K.Shashi, Advocate, learned 
counsel for the management. I have very carefully gone 
through the entire evidence on record. 

6. As the case proceeded exparte against workman/ 
union there is no evidence on record of workman/union for 
proving the case of workman/union. The case of the 
management is fully proved from the uncontroverted and 
unchallenged affidavit of their witness Shri K.A.Sundar. 
The reference, therefore, deserves to be decided in favour 
of the management and against the workman/union. 
Keeping into consideration the facts and circumstances of 
the case, I am of the view that the parties be directed to 
bear their own costs of this reference. 

7. In view of the above the reference is decided in 
favour of the management and against the workman/union 
holding that the demand of the Samyukta Khadan Mazdoor 
Sangh for regularisation of Shri Govind Prasad, Feeder 
Operator, Cat. II, Vivek Nagar Incline of SECL, as clerk 
grade-11 is legal and justified. Consequently the workman/ 
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union is not entitled to any relief. The parties shall bear 
their own costs of this reference. 

8. Let the copies of this award be sent to the Ministry 
of Labour and Employment, Government of India, New 
Delhi as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M feft, 20 wm, 2007 

W.31T. 2571. —syfwfeK 3#rfwf 1947 (1947 
14) tJRT 17 4, 7TTOK HR i 

y,d. ^ ^ <*>4«bKj <4fa, 

3^*1 4 fife 4 7TTOR 

STRICT, ^ TO wn 3/2001) y+lfvid 

17-8-2007 ^^1^^ I 
[lcT-22012/140/2000-33Tf3TR(#-II) ] 
3TTO1 ^pTR 7 fte, 3Tf*TORt 
New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 
S.O. 2571. —In pursuance of Section 17 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 3/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of SECL and their workmen, which 
received by the Central Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No. L-22012/140/2000-IR (C-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CG1T/LC/R/3/2001 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI C.M.S1NGH 

Sh. Ganesh Prasad Diwedi, 

Vill: Dhanpura, PO: Bartara, 

Distt. Shahdol (MP) Shahdol Union/workmen 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

Bungwar Sub Area, 

M/s. South Eastern Coalfields Ltd. 

PO: Beomahari, 

Distt. Shahdol (MP) Shahdol Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 26th day of July-2007 
The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-22012/140/2000/1 R(CM-Il) dated 
08-11-2000 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager, 
Bungwar Sub Area of SECL, PO: Beomahari, Distt. 
Shahdol (MP) in dismissing Sh. Ganesh Prasad 


Diwedi, Ex-Clip repairer of Bungwar Project w.e.f. 

2-4-99 is legal and justified. If not, to what relief the 

workman is entitled’?” 

2. Vide Order dated 3.07.2007, the reference proceeded 
exparte against the workman. The workman Sh. Ganesh 
Prasad Diwedi did not file his statement of claim. 

3. Shri A.K. Shashi, Advocate, Counsel for 
management submitted that the management has not to file 
any written statement. He further submitted that the 
management has not to adduce any ex-parte evidence. It is 
on his request that the ex-parte argument was heard on 
17-7-2007 and the reference was closed for award. 

4. I have heard Shri A.K.Shashi, Advocate for the 
management and perused the record. 

5. It is a case of no evidence by the parties. Therefore, 
the reference deserves to be decided in favour of 
management and against the workman with no orders as to 
costs. 

6. In view of the above, the reference is decided in 
favour of management and against the workman with no 
orders as to costs, holding that the action of the Sub Area 
Manager, Bungwar Sub Area of SECL, PO: Beomahari, 
Distt. Shahdol (MP) in dismissing Sh. Ganesh Prasad 
Diwedi, Ex-Clip repairer of Bungwar Project w.e.f. 2-4-99 is 
legal and justified. Consequently the workman is not 
entitled to any relief. 

7. Let the copies of this award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment, New Delhi as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^lHe#,20 2007 

W.31T. 2572. —tTO 3TMWT, 1947 (1947 
14) *4RT 17 3FJOTOT 4, HR t 

«F> «F> Pl4i'Jl e bi 44 <=F4 < +>uj 4H, 

4 *4 rtor siWiPi* 

^ 4 ^ (*M wrr 12/1995) 

5(ablf?lcl t, ^rt 17-8-2007 Wt T f3TT 

ril I 

[R T^cT-22012/134/1993-37T^3TR(Rf- II) ] 
3T5PT 3#TOKt 

New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2572. —In pursuance of Section 17 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 12/1995) 
ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of SECL and their workmen, which received 
by the Central Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No. L-22012/134/1993-1R(C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/12/95 
PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI C.M.SINGH 
Secretary, 

Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC), 
Chrimiri Chetra, 

Chetriya Store Branch, 

PO: Korea Colliery, 

Distt: Surguja ....Union/workmen 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Chrimiri Area, South Eastern Coalfields Ltd., 

PO: West Chrimiri Colliery, 

Distt: Surguja (MP) ....Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 27th day of July-200? 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-22012(134 )/93-lR(Cll) dated 5-1 -95 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Korea 
Colliery of SECL in not changing the date ofbirth of 
Sh. M.L.Baneijee, Sr. Store Keeper from 23-9-1934 to 
28-9-1938 is legal and justified? If not to what relief is 
the concerned workman entitled to ?” 

2. The case of workman Shri M.L.Banerjee is as 
follows—That he migraged from Distt: Dacca, East Pakistan 
to India in 1954. At the time of this departure from East 
Pakistan to India his original matriculation certificate was 
taken away by the Border Officer of East Pakistan alongwith 
his certain other belongings. On 11-9-1962 he was 
appointed to the post of Semi Clerk by the management. At 
the time of his appointment he filed his affidavit with the 
management stating therein that while he was coming to 
India from Pakistan the then Security/Border Officer of East 
Pakistan took away his matriculation certificate. He also 
stated in his affidavit that his date ofbirth is 28.9.1938. 
During the course of employment with the management 
finally he was promoted to the post of senior store keeper. 
From each and every post held by him the minimum 
educational qualification is matriculation. That for the first 
time the management issued Identity Card to him, then 
only he came to know about wrong entry of his date of 
birth in his service record in the year 1991, i.e. 28-9-1934. 
He represented the matter with the management. He was 
also treated by management as non metric and the 
management did not give any reason as to how his date of 
birth was wrongly recorded in service book. The 
management issued notice dated 28/29-09-1993 to him for 
retirement showing that he was going to be retired from 
service on 28.9.1994 as per office record. The management 


has thus acted arbitrarily and maliciously in issuing the 
said notice, hence the reference! 

3. The management filed their Written Statement. 
Their case in brief is as follows - That contention of the 
workman that his date ofbirth is 28-9-1938 is not correct. 
At the time of his appointment the date of birth of the 
workman has been recorded as 28-9-1934 in his service 
sheet which has been prepared after getting information 
from him. The workman has himself signed in the service 
book and also put his T.I. as a token of its correctness- At 
the time of appointment the workman has also submitted 
an affidavit wherein his date of birth is mentioned and 
recorded in his service book. The case of review of date of 
birth has to be done as per impleamentation of Instruction 
No. 76 for resolving the dispute of age. The workman has 
failed to submit any certificate or documents as proof of 
his claim and as such he ismot entitled to any relief. 

4. Vide order dated 05-02-2004 the reference 
proceeded exparte against the workman, therefore, there is 
no evidence on record insupport of workman/unions case. 

5. The management in support of their case filed 
affidavit of their witness Shri B.K.Saxena, then working as 
Material Manager, Regional Store, Korba of SECL. 

6. I have heard Shri A.K.Shashi, Advocate for 
management and perused the evidence on record. 

7. The case of the management is fully proved from 
the unchallenged and uncontroverted affidavit of their 
witness Shri B.K.Saxena. Therefore the reference deserves 
to be decided in favour of the management and against the 
workman/union. Considering the facts and circumstances 
of the case, 1 am of the opinion that the parties should be 
directed to bear their own costs of this reference. 

8. In view of the above, the reference is decided in 
favour of the management and against the workman/union, 
holding that the action of the management of Korea Colliery 
of SECL in not changing the date of birth of 
Sh. M.L.Baneijee, Sr. Store Keeper from 23-9-1934 to 28-9- 
1938 is legal and justified. Consequently the workman is 
not entitled to any relief. The parties shall bear their own 
costs of this reference proceedings. 

9. Let the copies of this award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
3pm, 2007 

W.31T. 2573.—sftertfwlRRK ^lf™, 1947 (1947 
14) WJ 17 ^ mm TTR. i 7fl. 

sftsfef frw 4 mm sMfw 

^ W (7T^ TrisZTT 240/1998) ^ 

i, ft mm ^ 1 7-8-07 m w i 

[U ^-22012/583/1996-3nf37R(7ftTnT-II)] 

srferct 
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New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2573. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
240/1998) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
Cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of SECL and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-8-2007. 

[ No. L-22012/583/1996-1R (CM-1I)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/240/98 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI C.M.SINGH 

Shri. Dular Sai, S/o Sumeri, 

C/o Shri M.L. Jain, 

Executive Member, 

S.K.M.S.(AITUC), 

Near Panchayati Mandir, 

Shahdol (MP) l Jn ion/workmen 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

Jai Nagar Sub Area, 

S.E.C.L., 

Post: Bisrampur Colliery, 

Distt. Sarguja(MP) Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 13th day of June-2007 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-22012/583/96/IR(CM-ll) dated 
30-10-98/02-11-98 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager, Jai 
Nagar Sub Area of Bisrampur Area of SECL in 
dismissing Shri. Dular Sai, S/o Sumeri, Cat. I Mazdoor, 
Jainagar 3/4 mine from company services w.e.f . 
29-11-95 is legal and justified? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled to ?” 

2. Vide order dated 01-09-05 passed on the order 
sheet of this reference proceeding the reference proceeded 
exparte again Shri Dular Sai, as inspite of sufficient service 
of notice he failed to put in appearance. 

3. The management filed their written statement. Their 
case in brief is as follows. That the workman was under 
their employment as General Mazdoor Cat I. He was a 
habitual absentee. In the year 1992, 1993, 1994 and 1995 his 
attendance was 56, 23, 93 and Nil respectively. Therefore 
he was charge sheeted and D.E. was legally and properly 
conducted against him. The charges wetre fully proved 


against the workman and therefore the competent authority 
vide order No.3769 dated:24/29-11 -95 terminated the service 
of the workman. It is submitted by the management in their 
written statement that the workman is not entitled to any 
relief whatsoever. 

4. In order to prove their case the management filed 
affidavit of Shri B.K.Choudhary, the then working as Sub 
Area Manager in SECL, Jai Nagar Sub Area of Bisrampur 
Area. 

5.1 have heard Shri A.K. Shashi, the Learned Counsel 
for the management. 

6. I have very carefully gone through the entire 
evidence of the management on record. As there is no 
evidence on behalf of workman, the case of workman is not 
at all proved. Against it the case of management is fully 
established and proved from the uncontroverted and 
unchallenged affidavit of management’s witness Shri 
B.K.Choudhary. Therefore the reference deserves to be 
decided in favour of the management and against the 
workman. Considering the facts and circumstances of the 
case I of the view that the parties should be directed to 
bear their own costs of this reference proceeding. 

7. In view of the above the reference is decided in 
favour of the management and against the workman holding 
that the action of the Sub Area Manager, Jainagar Sub 
Area of Bisrampur Area of SECL in dismissing Shri Dular 
Sai, S/o Sumeri, Cat. I Mazdoor, Jainagar, 3/4 Mine from 
company services w.e.f. 29-11-95 is legal and justified and 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. The parties shall 
bear their own costs of this reference. 

8. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C.M.SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 20 wm, 2007 

3ST.3H. 2574. — 3tkiip|4> SffafWI, 1947 ( 1947 

14) *JTCT 17 ^ TRT. £ 

3Tf^R^T, ^ TR§4T 150/1995) ^ 

Si+lfvid ^ 17-8-2007 ^ UTRT 

i 

[R ^-220l2/32/1995-343m(^t-II)] 
~c£>HK 7 fte, 

New Delhi, the 20th August, 2007 

S.O. 2574. —In pursuance of Section 17 ofthe 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 
No. 150/1995) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
Cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of SECL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-8-2007. 

[No. L-22012/32/1995-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/150/95 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI C.M.SINGH 

Branch Secretary, 

National Colliery Workers Federation (NLO), 

Manikpur Colliery, 

Distt: Bilaspur(CG) Union/workmen * 

Versus 

Dy. General Manager, 

S.E.C.L., Mantkpur Colliery, 

Post: Manikpur Colliery, 

Distt: Bilaspur(CG) Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 14th day of June-2007 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/32/95-IR(C-II) dated 07-08-95 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:— 

“Whether the demand of the National Colliery 
Workers Fedreation (NLO) for promotion of 
Sh. Budhai Prasad Kumar, EPGH Group ‘E’and Murli 
Prasad Namdeo, EPGH Group ‘E’ to the post of 
E.P.Fitter Gr.III w.e.f05-05-94 by the management of 
Dy. Sub Area Manager, SECL, Manikpur Colliery is 
justified? 

If so, to what relief the workmen are entitled?” 

2. The case of workmen Sh. Budhai Prasad Kumar 
and Shri Murli Prasad Namdeo filed by the Union is as 
follows. That both of them were appointed as trainees by 
the management of SECL on a consolidated stipend of 
Rs.350 P.M. After their 2 years training they were appointed 
as General Mazdoor Cat. I on 31 -01 -86. Shri M.M. Gupte, 
S/o M.P. Gupte was appointed in other project of SECL as 
a dependant case on 17-06-86 with a condition that his 
seniority at Manikpur will be considered from 07-05-87 as 
he was transferred on his own request Shri Bharatlal S/o 
Mayaram (ITI) was appointed on 04-06-95 as General 
Mazdoor Cat. II in Manikpur. All the above mentioned 
persons were promoted as “EPGH Group” ‘E’ (excavation) 
on 10-07-90. Shri M.M.Gupte and Shri Bharatlal were 
promoted as EP Fitter group ‘D’ superceding Shri Budhai 
Prasad and Namdeo. It is therefore prayed that workmen 
Budhai Prasad and Namdeo may be promoted from the 
date their juniors have been promoted. 

3. The Management filed their Written Statement 
Their case in brief is as follows. That the management had 
prepared a seniority list in connection with 14 persons in 
which the name of Bharatlal is at S.No. 10 and the name of 
Murli Prasad is at Sr. No. 14. Promotion of EPGH to EP Fitter 
is selection post in which the trade test is conducted. The 
service particulars ofthe workmen and Bharatlal and Madan 
Gupta are given below. 


SI. Name/ Date of Cat.I Cat. II EPGH EP fitter 

No. Father’s Appointment Gr.-III 

I Shri Bharatlal 4-6-86 4-6-86 t-1-88 10-7-90 5-5-94 

2. Shn Madan 17-6-86 17-6-86 1-1-88 10-7-90 5-5-94 

Gupta • 

4. Elegible candidate for promotion from the post of 
EPGH to EP Fitter was considered by the DPC conducted 
on 13-9-93 to 29-9-93 that the workmen could not qualify 
the trade test conducted by the DPC and hence their cases 
were not recommended for promotion. Workman 
Shri Budhai Prasad has also been promoted to EP Gr. Ill 
vide order dated 01-9-97. He has been again promoted to 
the post II EP’ Fitter Grade III vide order dated 24/27-9-03. 
workman Shri Murli Prasad has changed his cadre w.e.f. 
29-8-98 and hence he has no case. It is very clear from the 
above that workmen Shri Budhai Prasad and Shri Murli 
Prasad were not superceded by Shri Bharatlal and 
Shri Madan Gupta as alleged. Therefore they have no case. 

5. Vide order dated 20-9-05 on the order sheet of this 
reference proceeding the case against workmen/union 
proceeded exparte. 

6. The management filed affidavit of their witness 
Shri Arvind Kumar Sinha as exparte evidence. This witness 
was then posted as Dy. Personnel Manager at Manikpur 
Colliery, Korba Area of SECL. 

7. I have heard Shri A.K. Shashi, Advocate, learned • 
counsel for management. 

8. I have very carefully gone through the evidence 
on record. 

9. As the case proceeded exparte against the 
workmen/union, there is no evidence of workmen/union 
on record. The case of the management is fully proved 
from the uncontroverted affidavit of their witness 
Shri Arvind Kumar Sinha. In view of it, the reference 
deserves to be decided in favour of management and against 
the workmen. Considering the facts and circumstances of 
the case, I am of the view that the parties should be directed 
to bear their own costs of this reference proceeding. 

10. In view of the above, the reference is decided in 
favour of the management and against the workmen/union 
holding that the demand of the National Colliery Worker’s 
Federation (NLO) for promotion of Shri Budhai Prasad 
Kumar, EPGH Group “E” and Murli PrasadNamded, EPGH 
Group “E” to the post of E.P.Fitter Gr.III w.e.f. 05.5.94 by the 
management of Jjjy. Sub Area Manager, SECL, Manikpur 

• Colliery is not justified and consequently the workmen are 
not entitled to any relief. The parties shall bear their own 
costs of this reference proceeding. 

Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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